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SENATE—Thursday, February 2, 1995

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., on the
expiration of the recess, and was called
to order by the President pro tempore
[Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard
C. Halverson, D.D., offered the follow-
ing prayer:

Let us pray:

If my people, which are called by my
name, shall humble themselves, and pray,
and seek my face, and turn from their
wicked ways; then will I hear from heav-
en, and will forgive their sin, and will
heal their land.—II Chronicles T:14.

God of Abraham, Isaac, and Israel,
God of our fathers, we are grateful for
this Old Testament promise giving us
the formula for the healing of a nation.
In the light of this promise, thank
Thee for the National Prayer Breakfast
this morning which brought together
leadership from every State and more
than 150 nations in recognition of the
indispensability of prayer.

Grant us to see, O God, that the way
to national health—socially, cul-
turally, and economically—is the way
of prayer. Give us, who profess to be
Your people, the grace to humble our-
selves, to pray, to seek Your face, and
to turn from the secularism which ob-
literates all sense of God and faith and
spiritual reality.

Governor of the nations, lead us in
the way that will bring healing to our
land.

We pray in the name of the Lord of
History. Amen.

o ————————

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
acting majority leader is recognized.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, this morn-
ing the time for the two leaders has
been reserved.

SCHEDULE

Mr. LOTT. There will now be a period
for the transaction of routine morning
business until the hour of 10:30 a.m.,
with Senators permitted to speak for
up to 5 minutes each with the following
Senators permitted to speak for the
designated times: Senator MURKOWSKI
for 20 minutes, Senator CONRAD for 15
minutes, Senator DORGAN for 10 min-
utes, and Senator CAMPBELL for 10 min-
utes.

(Legislative day of Monday, January 30, 1995)

At 10:30 a.m. the Senate will resume
consideration of House Joint Resolu-
tion 1, the constitutional balanced
budget amendment.

Mr. President, I seek recognition at
this time in my own right, and I ask
unanimous consent that my remarks
be printed in the RECORD after those of
Senator MURKOWSKI and Senator JOHN-
STON, with regard to the Department of
Energy Risk Management Act of 1995.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FAIRCLOTH). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The Senator from Mississippi is rec-
ognized.

Mr. LOTT. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. LOTT pertaining
to the introduction of S. 333 are located
in today’s RECORD under “‘Statements
on Introduced Bills and Joint Resolu-

tions.””)
Mr. MURKOWSKI addressed the
Chair.
MORNING BUSINESS
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business for not to extend beyond the
hour of 10:30 a.m. with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for not to ex-
ceed 5 minutes.

Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from Alaska is recognized to
speak for up to 20 minutes.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 1
wish the Chair a good day.

(The remarks of Mr. MURKOWSKI per-
taining to the introduction of S. 333 are
located in today's RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.™)

Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. CONRAD] is recog-
nized for up to 15 minutes.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. CONRAD pertain-
ing to the introduction of S. 332 are lo-
cated in today's RECORD under ‘‘State-
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint
Resolutions.)

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DORGAN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. DORGAN] is recog-
nized to speak for up to 10 minutes.

| e

FEDERAL RESERVE BOARD
ACTION

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, yester-
day I came to the floor before the Fed-
eral Reserve Board had finalized ac-
tion, worried about whether they
would once again make another very
large mistake with respect to increas-
ing interest rates and further injuring
the American economy.

Of course, we know from news yester-
day that the Fed raised short-term in-
terest rates again. Seven times in a
year the Federal Reserve Board has
met in secret and then told the Amer-
ican people they have decided that for
the country’'s own good, interest rates
must once again go up.

I was looking again at the Constitu-
tion, and the Constitution under arti-
cle I, section B, says: “The Congress -
shall have the power to coin money,
regulate the value thereof,” et cetera,
et cetera. The interesting thing about
the Federal Reserve Board, it is a crea-
ture created by the Congress in the
early 1900's with a national promise
that this will not become a strong
central bank. Of course, it has become
a strong central bank, accountable to
no one.

I said yesterday that they apparently
view themselves as a set of human
brake pedals, whose mission in life is
to slow down the American economy.
Well, unfortunately they will succeed
beyond their wildest dreams. I think
they risk throwing this economy into
another recession.

More importantly, their actions
mean that virtually every American
will pay more credit card interest;
those millions of families out there
with adjustable rate mortgages will
find that their home payments are
going to go up. I had a fellow tell me
recently, “I am paying $115 a month
more now than a year ago because my
adjustable rate mortgage was ad-
justed.” And I said that resulted not
from some democratic action, not some
concerted action in Congress where
there was a big debate and a discussion
about what should be done; that hap-
pened because of a group of central
bankers. They went into a room, shut
the door, and made a decision outside
of the view of the public citizens to in-
crease interest rates.

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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It will impact virtually every Amer-
ican. But more importantly, in my
judgment, it risks throwing this coun-
try back into a recession.

I just do not understand why the cur-
rent Federal Reserve Board apparently
feels unemployment should never go
below 5 percent and economic growth
somehow should never be more than 2.5
or 3 percent. Where on Earth did they
get these notions? What schools out
there could possibly teach this kind of
nonsense?

There is not much we can do about
what the Fed did yesterday, but short-
ly I intend to reintroduce the Federal
Reserve reform legislation that I have
sponsored previously. I would intro-
duce this even if rates were going
down, so it is not just that they are
going up that causes me to come and
describe to my colleagues what I think
we should do. But I am very concerned
that rates are going up at a time when
they should not be going up, when
there is no credible evidence of infla-
tion—none, Inflation is down 4 straight
years. Last year, 2.7 percent.

Mr. Greenspan, with whom I disagree
substantially, says, ‘‘We think it over-
states inflation by up to 1.5 percent." If
that is the case—I do not agree with
that. But using his own numbers and
his own logic, maybe inflation is only
1.2 percent. If that is really the case,
then what on Earth are they doing
raising interest rates seven times? How
can one conclude that inflation is
somehow on the cusp of being out of
control if it is 1.2 percent? Again, I do
not know just what kind of air they are
breathing that can cause this kind of
internal chaos and this kind of unusual
thinking.

We cannot do much about yesterday,
but we sure can do something about to-
morrow in terms of how decisions are
made about monetary policy. Should
decisions be made by a bunch of politi-
cians? No, I do not think so. There are
not enough cigars in the world to pass
around to give politicians the oppor-
tunity to close the door and make their
own decisions about money. I do not
agree with that. That is not my sugges-
tion. But should monetary policy be
conducted outside of the view of the
American public in some closed room
by a bunch of central bankers who
serve their constituency, not ours? The
answer is no. It is the wrong thing. We
should change it. Congress created the
Federal Reserve about 80 years ago. We
should change it.

How would we change it? I recognize
the minute we talk about changing
anything here Wall Street has an apo-
plectic seizure. But most anything
gives Wall Street seizures. Let us talk
about what ought to be done and let
Wall Street worry about its future.

What ought to be done? Well, first of
all, we ought to pass a Federal Reserve
reform bill that says the following: No-
body ought to vote on monetary policy
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in this country in any room, locked or
unlocked, unless they are accountable
to the American people. And the fact is
those who voted in the Open Market
Committee on interest rates yesterday
and who are the regional Fed bank
presidents are neither appointed by the
President of the United States, nor are
they confirmed by the Congress. They
are unaccountable to anyone except
their boards of directors, the majority
of which are private bankers. None of
them should ever cast a vote on the
Federal Reserve Board Open Market
Committee. No regional Fed bank
president ought to have a vote on that
committee, That is No. 1.

No. 2, I think there ought to be im-
mediate disclosure. There has been, in-
cidentally, in recent months, imme-
diate disclosure of actions by the Fed.
When they take action in secret, it
ought to be disclosed immediately. I
have read stories about people using
voice stress analyzers on speech by the
Fed Chairman after a meeting was held
and they made a decision in secret but
are not set to announce it until later.
So somebody is using voice stress ana-
lyzers on the voice of the Chairman to
figure out what has happened in the
room. That is how bizarre the secrecy
at the Fed has become. It has per-
suaded people to try to penetrate the
secrecy.

S0, make a decision and announce it
immediately. Let the small investor
know as much as the big investors
think they know.

Third, I think that the Federal Re-
serve Board budget ought to be pub-
lished in regular order and in regular
form in the budget of the United
States, and I think it ought to be sub-
ject to . performance audits. The Fed-
eral Reserve Board ought to be like
other Federal agencies and account-
able.

Fourth, I believe the Federal Reserve
Board ought to meet on a formal basis
with the executive branch of Govern-
ment, especially the Treasury Sec-
retary, who is involved in fiscal policy.
If we have monetary policy on the left
hand and fiscal policy on the right
hand, the two ought to talk a little bit
to figure out which direction they are
going.

We have had circumstances in the
past where they looked like they were
riding a bicycle built for two, with fis-
cal policy on the front end trying to
chug uphill and monetary on the back
end trying to keep the brakes on. And
they get somewhere near the cusp of
the hill, and they are talking to each
other and one says, ‘“We are exerting a
lot of pressure to get away,” and the
other says, “We are putting the brakes
on.”

What sense does that make? There
ought to be some coordinated policy in
this country, or at least some under-
standing of what one is doing relative
to the other.
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Those are the things that I think
need to be done to make changes in the
Federal Reserve Board. Very modest
changes. This is not taking the Fed and
flipping it upside down and shaking the
daylights out of it. It is not doing that.
Would I like to do that? Maybe. But am
I proposing that? No, I am proposing
very modest steps.

Even these steps, interestingly
enough, are largely too much for most
Members of Congress, because they
say, ‘‘Oh, Lord we don't want to get in-
volved in that. We don't want to talk
about the Fed. It is some mysterious
priesthood of action and language down
there which we don’'t understand. Let's
not interfere with it. Those who want
to talk about this basically want to
put politics right in the middle of the
Federal Reserve Board System."

Nonsense. Total baloney. We ought
to do this. We ought to at least give
the American people some notion that
monetary policy constructed in this
country is of, by and for all the people,
not just the constituency of the big
money center banks that is represented
so well and so consistently by current
policies of the Federal Reserve Board.

I hope I do not come to the floor
again in the months ahead to be criti-
cal of the Federal Reserve Board. My
preference would be to praise the Fed-
eral Reserve Board for doing the right
thing. But they are doing the wrong
thing. It is time for us to say when the
Federal Reserve Board is on the wrong
course doing something that is going
to injure this country. When the Fed
feels its role is to be a human brake
pedal to slow the country down and
risk throwing it into a recession, it is
time for some of us to stand up and say
this makes no sense for our country.

I come from a State that is a heavy
user of credit—agriculture. The family
farmer plants in the spring and does
not get a crop until fall. They need to
use credit to tide them over during the
year.

Do you know what sort of behavior
this does to a family farmer? It is an
enormous hit for a family farmer or
rancher. This substantially increases
their costs. Farmers in North Dakota
will pay, on average, thousands of dol-
lars more in interest payment because
of the Fed's actions this past year. Did
they have any opportunity to partici-
pate in these decisions? Any voice at
all? No. The interest of the family
farmer or rancher out there is subordi-
nated to the interest of the money cen-
ter banks. I guarantee you, the interest
of the money center banks is present,
front and center in that room when
these decisions are made.

But I also guarantee you that there
is not anybody in that room talking
about my Uncle Joe, about people who
produce things, about the farmers out
there who are planting and hoping,
about the ranchers who are working in
subzero weather trying to make sure
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their cows are all right and then come
to the bank at the end of the year and
decide they have substantially in-
creased costs. It has nothing to do with
their cows, but it has to do with some
folks down there behind a closed door
at the Federal Reserve Board.

This ought to change. I would not be
here if I thought the Federal Reserve
Board was on the right track and doing
the right things for our country. I feel
so strongly they are not. I think the
Fed is moving in a direction counter-
productive to this country’s interest.

That is what persuades me to talk
and to, once again, want to introduce
this legislation. Let me in 1 final
minute read something from the Wash-
ington Post today. After yesterday's
action by the Federal Reserve Board, it
is not, I suppose, surprising for anyone
to see a quote:

Many Wall Street analysts, however,
praise the course of Fed policy.

I tell you what, that probably is not
very surprising to most Americans.
Many Wall Street analysts praise the
Fed policy. Of course they praise the
Fed policy. Who do you think the Feds
are doing this for? It is not Main
Street, it is not the family farmer, not
the rancher, not the working person
out there.

So I guess when previous Fed Reserve
folks said to Members of Congress at a
hearing, “*‘We are serving our constitu-
ency’'—that is what they said arro-
gantly—we know who their constitu-
ency is. But it is different than our
constituency, and that is the dilemma.

I hope one of these days there is a
reconciliation in this country about
who monetary policy is created and
fashioned for and in whose interest it
Now serves.

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the gquorum call be rescinded.

THE CLINTON PLAN TO ASSIST
MEXICO

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, on Tues-
day, January 31, President Clinton an-
nounced that he could no longer wait
for the Congress to act on the Mexican
loan guarantee legislation that he had
proposed to assist Mexico with the seri-
ous economic crisis it confronts. In-
stead, he has decided to act now to
stem the tide of negative expectations
that threatens to overwhelm Mexican
exchange and financial markets. Utiliz-
ing existing executive authority, the
President has indicated that the Unit-
ed States will make available a $20 bil-
lion swap arrangement through the Ex-
change Stabilization Fund.

The President, to his credit, has also
enlisted the substantial involvement of
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the international community in this
latest initiative. The International
Monetary Fund will provide an unprec-
edented level of assistance—S$17.5 bil-
lion, and the European Community
through the Bank for International
Settlements will make 8§10 billion
available to this effort. Taken to-
gether, this package should be more
than sufficient to deal with the adverse
market psychology that had developed
over the inability of Congress to act on
the guarantee proposal.

I believe that the President's deci-
sion is the right one in light of the po-
tential threat that the current insta-
bility poses, not only for Mexico, but
for our economy as well. It is impor-
tant to remember that Mexico has been
an important player in the United
States economic picture. Mexico has
been our third largest trading partner.
The United States has represented two-
thirds of Mexico's worldwide trading
activities. Up until now, Mexico has
been an important and growing market
for United States exports—we sold
nearly $50 billion of our products there
in 1994. Some 770,000 American jobs de-
pend on our trade with Mexico. U.S. in-
vestors also have a stake in the current
situation. Not just large New York
bankers and Wall Street investment
brokers—but thousands of other Amer-
icans through their involvement in
pension and mutual funds.

Even my State of Connecticut, thou-
sands of miles from Mexico's border,
stands to reap the benefits of a vibrant
Mexican economy, or alternatively suf-
fer the pain of a collapsed one. In 1993
nearly 7,000 Connecticut workers were
employed in producing products des-
tined for sale in Mexico at a value of
$365 million. My State is by no means
unique on this score. California, Texas,
Arizona, New Mexico all have an enor-
mous stake in Mexico's economic
health.

That Mexico has a serious problem is
not in question. Its financial and cur-
rency markets have been in a frenzy
over the last several weeks. The peso
has lost more than 50 percent in value.
Yesterday, the peso reached a historic
low at 6.3 pesos to the dollar. The
Mexican stock market has been rocked
as well. The Zedillo government has
been unable to refinance most of its
debts coming due thus far this year—
obligations that will reach $80 billion
by year’'s end. Unless this crisis of con-
fidence is reversed and markets sta-
bilized, the Mexican economy will slide
into serious recession and its financial
system will all but collapse.

Clearly, the Mexican Government
must take steps to help itself. And it
has done so. On January 3, President
Zedillo announced an emergency eco-
nomic program designed to stabilize
the economy—allow the peso to float,
reduce Government expenditures, ac-
celerate Mexico's privatization pro-
gram for state enterprises, conclude a
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wage-price accord with business and
labor in order to contain inflation, and
open the Mexican financial sector to
foreign investment. Despite these ef-
forts., the crisis of confidence contin-
ued.

I for one am firmly convinced that
President Clinton has made the right
decision in proposing that the United
States intervene in order to restore
confidence in Mexico's economy. It
makes good economic sense. It makes
good foreign policy sense. The Amer-
ican people stand everything to gain
from a stable and prosperous Mexico.
And, much to lose from one that is in
disorder and poor.

If we sit back and do nothing, mil-
lions of Mexicans will lose their jobs.
This will produce social and political
tensions. It will also put additional
pressure on our borders as Mexicans
seek alternative sources of employ-
ment in the United States, further
heightening tensions over immigration
between the United States and Mexico.

To those who point to NAFTA as an
explanation for the current economic
crisis facing Mexieo, I would say that
they could not be more wrong. If any-
thing, it is because of NAFTA that
there is a clear framework for resolv-
ing the current economic problems
confronting Mexico. Many Americans
currently doing business in Mexico
have indicated that they intend to stay
the course, to remain engaged, to ride
out the current fiscal storm. Why? Be-
cause they believe that the Mexican
economy is fundamentally strong. A
principle reason they hold that view is
because NAFTA has ensured the con-
tinuity of fundamental market reforms
that has made it possible for Ameri-
cans to sell products and do business
there. Were it not for NAFTA, the cri-
sis in Mexico would be far deeper and
far more protracted.

I commend Majority Leader BOB
DoLE and Speaker NEWT GINGRICH for
their willingness to act in a bipartisan
fashion to assist the President in mov-
ing the original guarantee proposal
through the Congress. Regrettably
they were unable to garner the nec-
essary bipartisan support required to
pass the legislation in a timely fashion.
I think that the President was right in
the judgment that the Mexican econ-
omy could not withstand the battering
of another several weeks of uncer-
tainty over whether the United States
assistance would be forthcoming.

Mr. President, we engage in vigorous
debate in this body day in and day out.
Debate is clearly an integral part of
the legislative process. However, from
time to time, an issue comes before the
Congress that is so important and so
sensitive that it mandates that par-
tisan politics be set aside and that we
come together in support of the Presi-
dent. I believe that the situation in
Mexico is just such an issue.

Mexico and the United States have
had a long and enduring friendship. We



3334

share a 2,000-mile common border. We
share a common commitment to de-
mocracy, liberty, and human freedom.
We are partners in a global economy
that has inextricably linked our fates.
For all of these reasons, United States’
interests are served by helping Mexico
at its moment of need. I call upon all
my colleagues to get behind the Presi-
dent in support of this effort—it is in
the interest of all Americans that this
initiative succeed.

NATIONAL SERVICE

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I was
proud to cast my vote for the National
and Community Service Trust Act of
1993 when the conference report came
before the Senate for final approval
last September. This was important
legislation intended to marshal the Na-
tion’s best resources—its citizens—to
confront the many pressing problems
facing communities across the country.
The National Service Act, signed into
law on September 21, 1993, has helped
renew the ethic of civic responsibility
and the spirit of Community service
throughout the United States while
also providing critical assistance in
meeting vital human, educational, en-
vironmental, and public safety needs.

In light of this, I am troubled by re-
cent statements by the House Repub-
lican leadership expressing opposition
to national service, describing it as
gimmickry and coerced voluntarism. I
would urge those who put forward
these views to look carefully at the
new national service program’s center-
piece, AmeriCorps, a national network
of local youth service corps. Unlike
previous volunteer-based programs,
AmeriCorps is not one large Federal
program, but a network of locally de-
veloped and locally managed service
corps which will give thousands of
young people the kind of opportunity
earlier generations had to serve their
country and improve their own lives as
well as those of their neighbors.

I am proud that my own State of
Maryland has been a leader in the area
of national service. The tremendous
number of volunteer organizations
across the State deserve credit for the
enormous difference that volunteers
have made and continue to make in
Maryland each and every day. Mary-
land has very deservedly been the re-
cipient of a number of first round
AmeriCorps grants. I was privileged to
be with the President during the offi-
cial kickoff of the AmeriCorps Pro-
gram at Aberdeen Proving Ground last
September, the first campus selected
under the National Service Act as a
cite for the National Civilian Commu-
nity Corps [NCCC]. Using a converted
barracks, the NCCC campus at Aber-
deen houses 250 young adults who work
in 10-member teams on projects
throughout Maryland, the Northeast,
and the Mid-Atlantic. The program em-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

phasizes conservation of natural re-
sources, public safety, and the edu-
cational and human needs of children
and older Americans,

I was also privileged to meet earlier
with members of Community Year in
Montgomery County, Civic Works in
Baltimore, and the Maryland Conserva-
tion Corps to discuss their critical ef-
forts to rehabilitate housing for low-in-
come families. More recently, my wife
was able to visit an AmeriCorps site at
Frostburg State University in western
Maryland. The local program, named
Appalachian Service Through Action
and Resources or A STAR, provides
many types of assistance in areas in-
volving social service and the environ-
ment. Participants perform duties as
varied as coordinating environmental
projects at Deep Creek Lake, develop-
ing Victory Gardens in Garrett County,
working with local Head Start pro-
grams in recruiting volunteers, provid-
ing independent living assistance en-
larging area food pantries, and estab-
lishing youth literacy programs.

Mr. President, it is my view that na-
tional service, and those who partici-
pate in it represent the best of our Na-
tion. AmeriCorps and other programs
under the National Service Act of 1993
carry forward an idea rooted in the
best traditions and values of America—
the tradition of serving others, the
value of taking personal responsibility
for ourselves and our communities, and
the belief that to whom much is given,
much is expected. Through programs
like AmeriCorps we are providing our
Nation’s young people with both an op-
portunity and an obligation. It asks
them to put something back into the
community while also providing them
an opportunity to develop skills which
will serve them well throughout their
lives.

As I have indicated through examples
in my own State, the national service
program is working. Nationwide, there
are other examples—the executive di-
rector of the National Association of
Police  Organizations has called
AmeriCorps a huge boost in the arm for
law enforcement; officials of the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency
say that participants in AmeriCorps
have helped thousands of disaster vic-
tims pick up the pieces of their lives;
Habitat for Humanity says they could
not do their job without such individ-
uals.

In my view, Mr. President, those who
have answered the call to service by
participating in AmeriCorps and other
national service opportunities are tak-
ing part in the oldest and best of Amer-
ica's traditions—a spirit of service. 1
would ask those who have criticized
legislation which has furthered na-
tional service to look again at the im-
portant efforts underway which serve
to produce stronger families and
stronger communities, and to join me
in commending those who are taking

February 2, 1995

part in this important renewal of serv-
ice to our Nation.

THE RETIREMENT OF RICHARD
COLLINS

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, on Janu-
ary 31, Richard Collins of the staff of
the Senate Appropriations Committee
retired. Mr. Collins has served the com-
mittee and the Senate for the past 20
years. It has been my pleasure to have
worked closely with Richard through-
out that period. Richard served as the
clerk and staff director of the two sub-
committees I had the fortune to chair
in the 1980's and 1990's, Foreign Oper-
ations and Defense.

In each of these positions Richard
has served me and the Senate profes-
sionally and faithfully. I will miss his
knowledge and counsel in the days and
years ahead. I can take some solace
knowing that Richard plans to remain
in the Washington, DC, area. And, I
know we shall call upon him often to
provide the type of guidance that we
have counted upon for the past 20
years.

Last Thursday night, the friends of
Richard Collins gathered to wish him a
farewell and happy retirement. On that
occasion, Richard spoke eloquently
about his career in the Senate, his
many and varied experiences, and what
it meant to him to be a staff member
for this body. He spoke of his affection
and reverence for the institution, the
relationship between Members and
their staff and the importance of staff
in the operation of the Senate. I know
that many of my colleagues were in at-
tendance that evening and had the
good fortune to hear this gentleman’s
farewell remarks, but I believe the
words and thoughts should be shared
with all my colleagues. Therefore,
today I have risen to place Mr. Collins’
address in the RECORD.

Mr. President, there are some 5,000
congressional staff members serving
the House and Senate. They are bright,
hard working, and virtuous. Richard
Collins has been one of the finest for
many years. The Senate will miss him.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of Richard Collins' address be in-
cluded in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

FAREWELL MY FRIENDS

My friends, I am pleased and honored that
all of you have come here to share in this
celebration, this farewell. As you may well
understand, in the twilight of my career in
the Senate, I am tempted to delay the end of
the day, to speak at length and to try to
reach each of you with a shared memory, a
common experience, a touch of friendship.

I will not do that now; it does not seem
necessary. The memories will linger, and try
to as we might, our experiences can never be
relived as fully as we would wish (but we
have had them), and, in any event, you
know, already, that you are my friends. I
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will take but a brief moment, then, to bur-
nish those memories and to express my deep
appreciation to you and to those with whom
and for whom I have worked.

First, I will say that I yield to no one in
my love and respect for the institution that
I have tried to serve for the past two dec-
ades. In my time here I have learned that the
Senate—the Congress—is, indeed, a reflec-
tion of the American people. Now and then
there may be a whiff of scandal, of human
frailty, but I think of greater importance
and of more lasting significance is the cour-
age and heroism of those who rise every day
and strive to do what is right for America
and her people. I, and you, each of you, have
been privileged to be a part of that. For this,
we should be eternally grateful.

This is no easy task, this coping with daily
life. Chekhov said, **Any idlot can face a cri-
sis—it's this day-to-day living that wears
you out.” He may have had something there.

It’s true, as I have contemplated my retire-
ment and the onset of a new career, I have
asked myself, do you have the energy and re-
solve to start again?

Ubetcha!

I find myself remembering the advice of
the American philosopher and baseball play-
er, Leroy Robert Paige. Among the sayings
of the great “Satchel” Palge perhaps the
best known is, “Don't look back. Something
might be gaining on you.” My favorite, how-
ever, i1s his dismissal of those who put too
much weight of the chronology of age. He
sald, “How old would you be, if your didn't
know how old that you was?"

I am not worn out nor weary; I know that
I will age, but I am not going to grow old. I
look forward to new challenges and I will
seek new ways to serve. I intend to set sail
again.

I am deeply, profoundly, honored to have
known and worked with Senator Inouye,
Senator Hatfield, Senator Stevens, and Sen-
ator Byrd—all my chairmen, all my leaders,
all my mentors, and friends.

There are many others, some of whom are
still in the Senate and some of whom are
gone. I remember them all. John Stennis,
Lawton Chiles, Jake Garn, Tom Eagleton,
Malcolm Wallop—so many more who are no
longer in the Senate. Barbara Mikulski,
Chris Dodd, Joe Lieberman, Don Nickles,
Pete Dominici, Judge Heflin, and many oth-
ers who still serve.

I have so many special memories—few have
listened to the hopes of Peace Corps volun-
teers in the distant reaches of Africa as they
spoke of bringing water for the first time to
humble villages; few have met and wept for
the children in refugee camps on the Cam-
bodian border; few have stood with Senators
Inouye and Stevens and Nunn and Warner in
the desert of Saudi Arabia and listened to
the proud declarations of our soldiers who
accepted and fulfilled America’s responsibil-
ity in the world—few have been shot down in
a helicopter over Central America with Ben-
nett Johnston and lived to hear him tell the
tale—both harrowing experiences, I assure
you.

I have done these things. I have seen much.
I have spent the night in palaces and in
truck stops. I have slept under the sea and
on the desert. I have been with kings and
vagabonds.,

In my career, I traveled widely and learned
a great deal—how precious our democracy is,
how much we are linked with the world, how
freedom and justice and human rights are in-
divisible, John Donne was right when he
wrote, ‘‘No man is an island * * * any man's
death diminishes me, because I am involved
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in mankind.” I believe my experiences, my
travel to foreign lands and in strange cul-
tures, seasoned my academic learning and
enabled me to bring prudent judgment to my
work in the Senate. I believe the same is
true for Senators. Foreign travel, exposure
to other cultures and other governments
should not be ridiculed; it ought to be re-
quired of those who would seek to make
America's way In the world.

Over the years, I learned from the humility
and courage of others. I remember the re-
solve of Robert Byrd when he quoted, not
Shakespeare, not a history of the English
people, but William Ernest Henley's poem
“Invictus.”

In the fell clutch of circumstance

I have not winced nor cried aloud.
Under the bludgeoning of chance

My head is bloody, but unbowed.

Chairman Byrd read that poem on the floor
the day after the Democrats lost control of
the Senate in 1980. He inspired us to carry
on.,

I remember the grace and charity of Chair-
man Hatfield, when he called all of the ap-
propriations staff together after that elec-
tion and thanked us—winners and losers—for
the work we had done and would still do. We
felt like soldiers at Gettysburg listening to
Lincoln as he praised the sacrifices of men
on both sides of that terrible battle.

Throughout these 20 years and more,
throughout it all, my liege, foremost among
those I have sought to serve, has been Dan
Inouye of Hawalil. He is a man of great cour-
age and integrity; a man who has suffered
much, achieved much, and has heard both
the thunder of applause and the whisper of
unfair and unjust accusation—and he Is a
man who has always risen to renew his serv-
ice to his country, to the Senate, and to the
people of Hawalli.

Some of you know of my recent match
with prostate cancer—it's OK now, all is
well. But, let me say that the example of
Dan Inouye, this man of strength and cour-
age was the compass by which I guided my
behavior as I went through that difficult pas-
sage. No honor has ever meant as much to
me as hearing him call me friend.

Well now, Senator Inouye once told me
about the zorl mochi. He said, in anclent
Japan, when the Emperor went out for an
evening, among his retinue was one man who
sounded a gong to alert others that the Em-
peror was coming. Another carried a latern
to light the way. The lowliest of all was the
zorl mochi whose responsibility—when the
Emperior removed his sandals to enter a
household—was to clutch them to his breast
to keep them warm for the Emperor’s return.
His sole object in life was the comfort of the
Emperor. The story was not lost on me.

Another man, from whom I also learned a
great deal, expressed this concept a little
more directly. Bill Jordan once told me,
“*Collins I brought you here to hold the lad-
der steady while I climb to success; if I ever
catch you with your foot on the bottom rung
* % ** Well, I don't think he meant it that
strongly, but as someone once remarked, the
difference between Bill and Richard is that
sometimes when he's kidding, Richard's kid-
ding.

Many, many others have taught me along
the way:

Senator Stevens: “‘There is no education in
the second kick of a mule.”

Senator Chiles: (Explaining why, during a
late night session, he supported a favored
colleague on what I regarded as a dumb
amendment) *Richard, sometimes you have
to bet on the jockeys and not the horses.”
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And then there is another wise man, who
shall remain anonymous, who once told me:
“It is easler to get forgiveness, than it is to
get permission.” (Libby and Julia, you can
forget that.)

I carried these expressions and others with
me throughout my Senate career as though
they were amulets in a medicine bag to be
pulled out as needed and rubbed for luck or
to ward off evil. I've used them with many of
you, sometimes—often—not giving credit to
those who originated them.

Now, I have spoken about the legendary
zorl mochi and about service to Senators and
the Senate and believe me I do trust in and
have followed that ethic. My colleagues and
I adhere to the ethic that service to Senators
and to the Senate is our purpose in being
here. We are proud to be on the staff of the
United States Senate.

Pat Leahy is fond of saying that Senators
are merely a constitutional impediment to
the full authority of staff. I know he's kid-
ding. I am certain he would agree that staff
are important. I think they are essential to
the operation of the Senate.

It happens that some people attribute all
success, all good works to Senators alone. 1
do not fully agree. Perhaps the best way to
explaln my view Is to recall a story my
grandfather—a swamp Yankee farmer from
Connecticut—once told me. His name was
Everett Thompson. One day he was out in
one of his fields, tilling the soil. The rock
walls which surrounded the land which had
been cleared of trees and stone gave testi-
mony to the hard work he had put into the
farm. On this day, a circuit preacher came
riding up, saw my grandfather and sald,
“Why Mister Thompson, this is a wonderful
farm which the Lord and you have made.”
My grandfather took out his large red farm-
er's handkerchief, wiped his brow, and said,
“Maybe so, but you should have seen it when
the Lord had it by himself.”

I do think staff is important. I think the
sacrifices which we ask of the young who
come to work here places a great responsibll-
ity on us, Senators and senior staff alike, to
ensure that their dedication to the principles
of democracy and representative government
is nourished and strengthened. There will be
partisan battles, to be sure. But we must
also remind them, by our example and by our
counsel, of the greatness of this institution.

That greatness, I fear, is sometimes lost in
the thickets of procedure. Reconciliation has
in recent years come to denote that onerous
process by which the faulty spending esti-
mates of the budget committees are matched
to the faulty revenue estimates of the CBO.
To me, another kind of reconciliation has al-
ways been the wonder of this place. How to
effect peaceful social change? How to rec-
oncile the views of a Paul Wellstone with
those of a John McCain, giving each a fair
hearing and then moving to decide what is
best for democracy, best for America. That is
the Senate I revere.

It is of surpassing importance that the
Senate recruit, reward, and recognize its
staff. We must have the best; we must pay
them competitive wages; we must acknowl-
edge their contribution to the legislative
process.

All of this talk about limited terms—if
they are enacted, power will flow to the staff
as the source of memory and knowledge; if
staff is cut too far; special interest groups
will become the source of information and
power. We can and should reduce staff; but
we must be careful; they have become a key
part of the process.

1 am not too worried about all of this.
Staff has been a part of Government for
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thousands of years. I know, because just the
other day I read in the Bible, **And Joseph
leaned on his staff, and he died.”

My friends, I have gone on too long. I could
have spared you all of this by reading a few
lines of poetry. I have found poetry—the dis-
tillation of human emotion and experience—
to be a great source of comfort, insight, and
inspiration over the years. The poem which
best sums up who I am—at this stage In my
life—is Tennyson's “Ulysses.” 1 will leave
you with a few fragments from this great
work.

Much have I seen and known; cities of men

And manners, climates, councils,
governments * * *

Iam a part of all that I have met;

Yet all experience is an arch wherethrough

Gleems that untravelled world, whose mar-
gin fades

For ever and for ever when I move.

How dull it is to pause, to make an end,

To rust unburnished, not to shine in use!

Some work of noble note, may yet be done

Tis not too late to seek a newer world

Though much is taken, much abides; and

though

We are not now that strength which in old
days

Moved earth and heaven; that which we are,
we are;

One equal temper of heroic hearts,
Made weak by time and fate, but strong in
will

To strive, to seek, to find, and not to yield.
Thank you my friends. Thank you for your

friendship, your counsel, your encourage-

ment. Thank you for your work, which made

mine worthy.

THE RETIREMENT OF PHILIP A.
HOLMAN, DIRECTOR OF THE DI-
VISION OF POLICY AND ANALY-
SIS IN THE OFFICE OF REFUGEE
RESETTLEMENT

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I rise
today to recognize a most distin-
guished public servant who is retiring
this month after nearly 33 years of
Federal service. Phil Holman, the Di-
rector of the Division of Policy and
Analysis in the Office of Refugee Reset-
tlement is a man that I and my fine
staff on the Immigration Subcommit-
tee have worked with for many years.

Phil Holman joined the Cuban Refu-
gees Program in 1962, shortly after it
was established by President Kennedy.
He spent virtually his entire Federal
career in the refugee resettlement pro-
gram: from the early 1960’s Cuban refu-
gee flow beginnings to the 1975 Indo-
chinese Refugee Assistance Program to
the current domestic program estab-
lished under the Refugee Act of 1980.
Phil Holman’s career has certainly
come full circle as we struggle today
with the current Cuban migration cri-
sis.

Millions of refugees admitted to the
United States in the past 33 years have
had their new lives touched in some
way by Phil Holman’s work. His dec-
ades of service are deeply appreciated,
and I would urge my colleagues to join
me in expressing our gratitude for a
fine job well done.
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FATHER WILLIAM CUNNINGHAM
AND FOCUS: HOPE

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, re-
cently the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources, on which I serve,
held 3 days of hearings on reforming
the Federal Government's system of
job training programs.

Over the course of the hearings, the
committee heard testimony from a
wide array of interested parties: Cli-
ents of training programs; experts from
academia and think tanks; business-
men, organized labor, and the General
Accounting Office. Wisconsin Gov.
Tommy Thompson appeared and testi-
fied about the laboratory the various
States provide, where some of the most
innovative reform ideas are already at
work. In addition, Secretary of Labor
Robert Reich and OMB Director Alice
Rivlin presented the administration’'s
perspective on what shape reform of
the system should take.

However, this Senator thought the
most interesting testimony came from
the last panel to appear on the hear-
ing’s final day. Chairman KASSEBAUM
wished to supplement the testimony of
the usual array of witnesses with per-
haps less conventional viewpoints. She
selected individuals from around the
country who have personally been in-
volved in starting and administering
innovative, community-based training
and education programs. One of the in-
dividuals she invited to participate was
Father Bill Cunningham, the executive
director of the Focus: Hope Program in
Detroit, MI.

Focus: Hope and Father Cunningham
are certainly not strangers to the
Labor Committee. Just last September,
Father Cunningham appeared before
the Labor Committee to testify about
the Focus: Hope Program and its work
in educating and training people. It is
a testament to his dedication and suc-
cess that Father Cunningham would be
invited to testify by both Democrats
and Republicans when each had control
of the Labor Committee.

Mr. President, Focus: Hope is often
described as unorthodox in its meth-
odology. It is certainly unorthodox in
one respect: Unlike the vast majority
of Federal job training programs,
Focus: Hope actually works. It pro-
duces real and lasting results; of
course, that might seem unorthodox in
this town, which sometimes appears
immune to outrage over wasted tax
dollars and obsolete or ineffectual so-
cial programs.

Let me offer a glimpse of the mindset
which makes ‘‘Focus: Hope so unigue
and—I believe—so successful. An arti-
cle appearing in the March 1994 issue of
“Ward's Auto World'" noted that father
Cunningham saw Focus: Hope's mission
this way:

Focus: Hope remains at its core a civil
rights organization, but [Father
Cunningham] cites [their] machinist train-
ing effort as simply a new approach. Father
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Cunningham says of 200 machine shops that
hired graduates from the [Focus: Hope] ma-
chinists institute, all except two were hiring
their first African-American or woman. We
could have been suing them, he shrugs.

Mr. President, while some groups are
obsessed with talking about expanding
opportunities, Father Cunningham’s
approach is a breath of fresh air. He be-
lieves the best method for truly em-
powering people is to educate them,
teach them a marketable skill, develop
in them responsibility, motivation, and
maturity—not simply to file a lawsuit
on their behalf.

For the benefit of any of my col-
leagues who are not familiar with fa-
ther Cunningham's work, let me offer a
few quotes from his testimony:

I would emphasize advanced job skills rep-
resenting new technologies, future tech-
nologies. In that vein, I would require that
defense and commerce play a larger role in
establishing national skills priorities * * *
We must understand and balance the dif-
ference between providing jobs for the peo-
ple—and everybody's hearts ought to be in
that—and keep attention on providing capa-
ble and skilled persons for job demands. That
is an entirely different picture.

The industry was changing so rapidly that
the machinist of 1981 was completely inad-
equate for the machine tools of 1988, the
computer and numerically controlled ma-
chines. * * * In 1993, the state of the art is al-
ready catapulting so rapidly in technology
that—well, I will just give you one figure. A
lathe in 1981 with 3,000 RPM is replaced by
Ingersol, by a machining center, with 60,000
RFPM.

The universities are still dealing with the
engineering code of 1970. So what we are
doing is very expensively putting all these
kids through college, getting them engineer-
ing degrees, and then when they go to work
for Ford Motor Co., they have to spend an-
other 6 years tralning them.

Finally, let me highlight one obser-
vation that was agreed to by everyone
on Father Cunningham’s panel. Chair-
man KASSEBAUM inquired about the ef-
ficacy of requiring people to obtain em-
ployment first before receiving a
voucher for further job training. It was
noted that often the most effective
training and education programs are
those in which people both work and go
to school either for education or to
learn a particular skill. On that point,
Father Cunningham offered his insight
based on his work at Focus: Hope:

I am in total agreement with my col-
leagues up here. The masters program we
have in engineering at Focus: Hope requires
a 40-hour workweek, and that is not work-
study. It is not work-study * * *, The work
they do and the skills they are developing
dictate the knowledge they need to draw
down. And if the university cannot provide
that knowledge, the university is irrelevant.
So the knowledge drawdown assimilates
knowledge at, as I said earlier, geometric
proportions. So the young people there are
learning four and five and six times faster
than the normal engineering candidate at a
major university, simply because they are
seeing the relevance of what they are learn-
ing in terms of the demands of the work-
place.
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Mr. President, judging by the testi-
mony provided to the committee dur-
ing the 3 days of the hearing, Focus:
Hope is precisely the type of program
we should be attempting to replicate
around the country. However, the les-
son is not that the Government should
dictate that all recipients of Federal
dollars exactly mirror Focus: Hope in
concept and design, but that the Gov-
ernment seek out programs with a
proven track record of success and a
proven base of support in their commu-
nity or region.

This Senator believes the best meth-
od for accomplishing this is to get the
money into the hands of State and
local officials who have a better idea as
to which programs are working and
where our limited resources are best
utilized, that certainly has been the ex-
perience in my State of Michigan,
where our citizens have had tremen-
dous success under the leadership of
Gov. John Engler, in forging a state-
wide partnership to enact real reform
in such areas as job training and wel-
fare.

Once again, let me congratulate Fa-
ther Cunningham on his appearance be-
fore the Senate’s Labor and Human Re-
sources Committee and commend him
for his fine work at Focus: Hope. It is
individuals like Father Cunningham
and organizations like Focus: Hope
which have made this country great
and stand to make a positive difference
in our future. We would be wise to offer
them our assistance and follow their
example.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

WAS CONGRESS IRRESPONSIBLE?
THE VOTERS HAVE SAID YES

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, anyone
even remotely familiar with the U.S.
Constitution knows that no President
can spend a dime of Federal tax money
that has not first been authorized and
appropriated by Congress—both the
House of Representatives and the U.S.
Senate.

So when you hear a politician or an
editor or a commentator declare that
“Reagan ran up the Federal debt’ or
that ‘‘Bush ran it up,” bear in mind
that it was, and is, the constitutional
duty of Congress to control Federal
spending. We'd better get busy correct-
ing this because Congress has failed
miserably to do it for about 50 years.

The fiscal irresponsibility of Con-
gress has created a Federal debt which
stood at $4,810,859,576,867.71 as of the
close of business Wednesday, February
1. Averaged out, every man, woman,
and child in America owes a share of
this massive debt, and that per capita
share is $18,262.11.

THE CLINTON BAILOUT OF MEXICO

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, our of-
fices in Washington and North Carolina
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have been inundated with calls protest-
ing President Clinton’s decision to by-
pass Congress and, more importantly,
Mr. Clinton’s willingness to ignore the
emphatic will of the American people.
In any event, that is what Mr. Clinton
has done with his unilateral $20 billion
bailout of Mexico.

I have opposed this scheme from the
very beginning because it will do noth-
ing to remedy Mexico's internal prob-
lem and it is unfair to American tax-
payers. Last week, I presided over in-
depth hearings by the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee. Witness after witness
warned the President not to violate the
will of the American people in this
matter.

Mr. President, if this were as impor-
tant as the President would have us be-
lieve, then Congress should debate the
bailout and vote on it, up or down, for
or against. Before the taxpayers’
money is put at risk, however, the peo-
ple being forced to foot the bill should
have a say. The $20 billion in question
is an enormous amount of money. It is
more than the annual budget of the
State of North Carolina; it is larger
than the annual budgets of 16 of the 18
States represented on the Foreign Re-
lations Committee.

I am not convinced that refusal to
bail out Mexico would be the disaster
that the administration has described.
Many topflight economists say the
same. The Mexican people are already
suffering, a condition that will improve
only with solid political and economic
reform, not as the result of a bailout.

Mr. President, on several occasions
between 1980 and 1994, Mexico used dol-
lars drawn from a special line of credit
at the United States Treasury. The
United States has also aided Mexico
with bridge loans, bank credits, cur-
rency swaps, and guarantees, all to
shore up confidence in Mexico. Assist-
ance from Uncle Sam usually has come
right around election time in Mexico.
Credit lines from the United States and
other countries, amounting to as much
as $12 billion, were negotiated twice in
the past 15 months alone.

With the exception of last week's
hearings narrowly focused on the peso
crisis, the Senate has not held hearings
on the situation in Mexico since 1986.
Since the President is obviously will-
ing to risk saddling the taxpayers with
$20 billion of debt, I believe Congress
has a fundamental obligation to exam-
ine carefully the political and eco-
nomic situation in Mexico and the ad-
ministration’s policy toward Mexico.

Mr. President, the Mexican Govern-
ment has a credibility gap, and for ob-
vious reasons. Just one example: There
are some 2,000 United States claimants
protesting Mexico’s refusal to pay
about $19 billion owed under a little-
known 1941 treaty—the Treaty on Final
Settlement of Certain Claims—which
provided for settlement of longstanding
disputed property claims. The United

3337

States fully met its obligations by 1948,
but Mexico broke its promise. The
Mexicans signed the treaty on the dot-
ted line knowing full well that it was
never intended that Mexico would com-
pensate these Americans. To this day,
not a dime nor a peso has ever been
paid to an American claimant.

Mexico doesn't hesitate to break its
promises to the United States, much
less to violate United States policies.
For example: Mexico is giving aid and
comfort to Fidel Castro by investing in
Cuba’s economy, notwithstanding the
United States trade embargo. Accord-
ing to Cuba Report, published by the
Miami Herald, the Mexicans are financ-
ing Cuba’s telephone company to the
tune of $1.5 billion, And, by the way,
the Cuban phone company is a con-
fiscated United States business. Also, a
Mexican-Cuba joint venture will invest
3100 million in a Cuban oil refinery.
The dominant member of this venture
will be Pemex, the Mexican's Govern-
ment-owned oil company.

The Mexican Foreign Minister was
quoted by the January 27 Financial
Times as saying that:

The typlcal U.S. politiclan is not nec-
essarily someone who is very conscious of
international subjects. Even supposing they
know where Mexico is * * * they lack infor-
mation about what happens in Mexico.

Mr. President, this is the same fellow
who came to Washington with an out-
stretched hand pleading for cash.

Mexico's international debt stands at
$180 billion. According to the United
States Treasury Department’'s own es-
timate, the Mexican debt coming due
in 1995 alone—both public and private
sector debt—is more than $80 billion.
What Mexico sorely needs is to get at
the root causes of its problems so that
it will cease to require emergency
intervention by the United States tax-
payers.

Mr. President, Mexican President
Zedillo has a tough road to travel: He
must solve the short-term economic
crisis; provide for a long-term eco-
nomic stability; end a civil uprising;
address corruption; stop drug traffick-
ing, and initiate political reforms.
Properly addressing these issues is
what's needed to shore up investor con-
fidence.

Mexico would be better off letting
the markets set the value of the peso
and Mexican stocks and bonds. The
U.S. Government has no business bail-
ing out private or public investors who
lose money on highly speculative in-
vestments.

In testimony last week before the
Foreign Relations Committee, experts
recommended that Mexico eliminate
its wage and price controls; reform its
banking industry; increase the pace of
privatization and further open their oil
company and other State-controlled
entities to foreign investment, and
then tighten its fiscal and monetary
policies.
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A bailout of Mexico is bad policy. It
may provide some illusory short term
relief, but it fails to address the root
causes of Mexico's woes. We've been
told that the imposition of any condi-
tions, such as: First, drug trafficking
controls; second, extradition of Mexi-
can citizens involved in United States
crimes, and third, resolution of all out-
standing claims against Mexico by
United States citizens—these condi-
tions are too politically sensitive for
the Mexicans. It might hurt some-
body's feelings. But, I for one, wonder
why the Mexicans seek United States
financial aid with one hand, while they
sustain Fidel Castro’s brutal dictator-
ship with the other.

It boils down to this, Mr. President:
When an American taxpayer gets a
loan from his local bank to buy a
house, the property is security for the
loan, as Uncle Sam doesn’'t cosign the
note. Yet, that is exactly what Mr.
Clinton is proposing, namely that the
United States sign the $20 billion note.

In my judgment, the United States
and the Mexican Governments are per-
petuating an unhealthy situation in
which Mexico has grown dependent on
us to fix its financial problems. It’s bad
for Mexico and it's unfair to the Amer-
ican taxpayers. This is the seventh
time since 1982 that the United States
taxpayers have bailed-out Mexicans
and have rewarded wealthy bankers
who have made bad loans.

The American taxpayers should not
be placed at risk in bailing-out Wall
Street bankers and speculators, par-
ticularly since the Federal Govern-
ment has already run up a 4 trillion,
800 billion dollar debt which our grand-
children and their grandchildren will
have to pay.

Mr. President, on January 18, I sent
the administration 35 questions about
the proposed bailout. I ask unanimous
consent that the responses, which I re-
ceived 8 days later, be printed in the
RECORD at the conclusion of my re-
marks.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

Question 1. Is the Secretary of the Treasury
prepared to recommend to the President that
he explain, in writing, to the U.S. Congress
the urgency and necessity of authorizing $40
billion in loan guarantees to Mexico? If so,
has such a recommendation been made or
when can it be expected?

Answer. The President addressed the ur-
gency and necessity of obtaining legislation
authorizing a loan guarantee facility in his
January 18 remarks at the Treasury Depart-
ment and in the State of the Union. And he
wrote to the bipartisan leadership on Janu-
ary 19.

Question 2. What specific conditions will
the United States require of the Government
of Mexico in order to ensure that we are re-
paid?

Answer. Mexico will pay substantial fees
upfront to more than cover scoring costs.

Mexico will provide backing in the form of
proceeds from oil exports in the event it
can't meet its obligations.
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Mexico will be required to agree to strong
economic conditions and comply with them
during the perfod that the guarantees are
made available.

These conditions will focus on the mone-
tary and fiscal policles necessary to restore
growth and thereby generate resources to
repay its obligations.

We will prepare and transmit to Congress
reports at least quarterly on Mexico's com-
pliance with the conditions as set out in the
legislation and elaborated in consultations
with Mexican officials.

Question 3. What specific economic struc-
tural adjustments will the United States re-
quire of Mexico?

Answer. Mexico has implemented a number
of structural changes In its economy over
the past decade, notably the liberalization of
trade restrictions, the privatization of state-
owned enterprises, the establishment of an
independent central bank, and the restora-
tion of some balance to public finances. Mex-
ico has announced its intention to undertake
further structural changes, including further
privatization steps. Progress in making
these reforms will be taken into account in
extending the guarantees.

Question 4. Will each and every condition
be made public? If not, will Members of Con-
gress be able to obtain information on those
conditions.

Answer. The legislation will itself stipu-
late many conditions. Conditions established
in the agreement negotiated between the
U.S. government and Mexico prior to the
issue of guarantees will be provided to Con-
gress If appropriate on a confidential basis.

We also intend to prepare and transmit to
Congress reports at least quarterly on Mexi-
co’s compliance with the conditions as set
out in the legislation and elaborated in con-
sultations with Mexican officials.

Question 5. How was the $40 billion figure
arrived at as the appropriate amount to deal
with the current situation?

Answer. A substantial amount of Mexican
debt will mature over the next 12 to 18
months. This includes public and private ex-
ternal debt as well as the dollar-indexed
Tesobonos. We believe that $40 billion pro-
vides a reasonable safety net to be used to
refinance maturing debt that is not being
rolled over. The amount of $40 billion will
convince the market that Mexico will have
more than adequate resources to meet what
we view as a short-term liquidity problem.

Question 6. Will the $40 billion in guaran-
tees cover both principal and interest?

Answer. Under the guarantee arrangement
with Mexico, the coverage will be up to 100%
of principal and interest.

There are a number of U.S8. Government
guarantee programs which provide full cov-
erage of principal and interest. These include
the Israeli guarantees administered by
USAID.

We will be charging the Mexicans substan-
tial fees for this full guarantee coverage.
These fees will more than cover the budget
costs of the program, effectively reduce the
exposure of the United States Government,
and encourage the Mexicans to limit the use
and coverage of the guarantees.

Question 7. What does the Treasury cal-
culate to be the total risk to the United
States should the Government of Mexico de-
fault?

Answer, We think the risks to U.S. tax-
payers are small even if Mexico defaults.

Mexico will pay substantial fees upfront to
more than cover scoring costs.

Mexico will provide backing in the form of
proceeds from oil exports in the event it
can't meet its obligations,

February 2, 1995

Mexico will be required to agree to sub-
stantial economic conditions and comply
with them during the period that the guar-
antees are made avallable.

These conditions will be designed to ensure
that these proceeds of the guarantee are used
prudently.

Question 4. Will an authorization of $40 bil-
lion do the job of stabilizing the situation? Is
this the last time the Administration will
need to come back to Congress for loan guar-
antees for Mexico?

Answer. We believe $40 billion will be suffi-
cient to restore stability, and In fact, we
think it is highly unlikely that Mexico
would use the entire $40 billion of guarantee
authority.

Mexico has a liquidity problem that can be
overcome in a relatively short perioed of
time. We anticipate that Mexico will be able
to return to private capital markets and bor-
row in its own name within a relatively
short period of time.

With these guarantees and an appropriate
economic program, we do not anticipate a
need to return to Congress to request addi-
tional guarantee authority.

Question 9. In Administration briefings to
Congress on the peso crisis, U.S. officials
have stated that economic policies and deci-
sions made by former Mexican President Sa-
linas are directly responsible for the current
crisis. Given this, does the Administration
continue to support President Salinas to
head the World Trade Organization?

Answer. The United States supports the
candidacy of former President Salinas to
head the World Trade Organization. As
President of Mexico, Salinas led his country
through a successful process of economic re-
form and trade liberalization. He also rep-
resents a bridge between the developing
world and the industrialized nations.

The issue of whether the Mexican govern-
ment should have devalued or not is a highly
technical Issue where economists disagree.
The declsion not to devalue does not dis-
qualify former President Salinas. We con-
tinue to believe he is the best candidate for
the job and is well-qualified to take on the
challenges facing the global trading system.

Question 10, Please describe in detail all
fees that will be incurred by the Government
of Mexico in order to secure the guarantee.
What will be the amount charged for each fee
category? How is the fee amount deter-
mined?

Answer, The fee will have three compo-
nents: commitment fees, basic fees, and sup-
plemental fees.

The commitment fee will be set as a % of
total guaranteed authority.

The basic fee will be set to correspond to
the U.S. budget scoring cost as determined
by OMB and CBO under the current scoring
system. It will be pald when each guarantee
is issued.

The supplemental fee will be set by the
Secretary of the Treasury to ensure that
Mexico return to private capital markets as
soon as possible.

These fees will more than offset any esti-
mated budget costs to the United States
Government.

Question 11. Will the Government of Mexico
be able to borrow against the loan guaran-
tees in order to pay the fees mandated in any
stabilization program?

Answer, Yes,

Question 12. What amount of collateral
does the Treasury Department believe 1s suf-
ficient to protect against the risk should the
loan guarantees be used by the Government
of Mexico? How was the amount of the col-
lateral determined?
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Answer. Treasury and Mexico will estab-
lish the ofl proceeds facllity to provide pro-
tection for the total potential U.S. exposure
under the guarantee program—dollar for dol-
lar.

Question 16. What steps has President
Zedillo taken to alleviate the crisis since the
situation began in December?

Answer. The initial action taken by Presi-
dent Zedillo was to renegotiate the PACTO,
a tripartite (government, business, and
labor) agreement that sets economic objec-
tives, including wage increases, inflation and
economic growth.

The Mexican Government also announced
plans to reduce the growth of credit issued
by the development banks and to accelerate
the privatization program.

The Mexican Government then requested
the U.S. and Canada to activate the swaps
agreed to under the North American Frame-
work Agreement of April 26, 1995.

As the market reaction indicated a lack of
confldence in the Mexican economic program
this program was strengthened. On January
2, President Zedillo announced additional
measures aimed at restoring better economic
balance. These include plans to reduce gov-
ernment. budget expenditures, to privatize
still more government-owned facilities. And
to conduct a more stringent monetary pol-
icy.

At this time, the establishment of a $18 bil-
lion facility was announced. This included $9
billion from the United States split equally
between the Treasury and the Federal Re-
serve, and $1.5 billion from the Bank of Can-
ada, $5 billion from a consortium of central
banks organized under the auspices of the
Bank for International Settlements, and $3
billion from a group of private banks.

The Mexican Government also announced
its intention to negotiate a Stand-by agree-
ment with the International Monetary Fund.
Negotiations are ongoing regarding the sta-
bilization measures that Mexico will put in
place under this agreement.

Question 17. What steps did the United
States Government take in December to sta-
bilize the peso?

Answer. The United States activated its $6
billion swap facility and then temporarily
increased it to $9 billion. We did not inter-
vene in the foreign exchange market, nor
were there any drawings on our swap facility
during December.

In early January, the Mexican government
announced that it had made initial drawings
from the Treasury and Federal Reserve swap
facilities.

Question 18. What s the Treasury Depart-
ment's position as to requiring, as part of a
stabilization package, a commitment by the
Government of Mexico to create a currency
board or some other mechanism that will
guarantee the independence of the monetary
authority?

Answer, The most important thing for
Mexico to do in the short-term is to put in
place tight, effective controls on credit and
money. There are lots of ways to do this, and
we are looking at the alternatives with the
Mexican authorities and the IMF.

Currency boards have worked well in cer-
tain circumstances, such as in Hong Kong.
But they are controversial, and they cannot
substitute for the need to put in place a cred-
ible and effective economic program. In addi-
tion, they require a substantial cushion of
reserves, which Mexico now lacks.

Question 19. What is the current amount (in
dollars) of both official and commercial debt
that Mexico owes the United States or U.S.
institutions?
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Answer. As of September 19%, reported
U.S. private and public debt claims on Mex-
ico total $44 billion, These include: claims on
Mexico of U.S. based banks of $21 billion,
short-term claims held by U.S. non-banks of
$4 billion, U.S. holdings of Mexican bonds of
$18 billion, and U.S. official agencies’ credits
of 81 billion. (These figures do not include
U.S. holdings of stocks or U.S. direct invest-
ment, which are substantial.)

Question 20. What is the current amount (In
dollars) of Mexlco’s international reserves?

Answer. As of January 6, the Banco de
Mexico's international reserves were $5,546
million.

Question 21. What is the amount, in dollars,
of Mexico’s ‘‘short-term obligations™ that
are now coming due?

Answer. Mexico faces maturity obligations
in 1995 totalling approximately 381 billion.
This sum includes both the external debt of
the public and private sector, as well as pub-
lic domestic debt obligations—Tesbonos—
that are linked to the peso value of the dol-
lar.

Much of this debt will be rolled over in the
normal course of business. However, Mexico
has been having a particularly difficult time
rolling over maturity Tesobonos. In addi-
tion, some Mexican banks have had dif-
ficulty rolling over maturing debt.

Question 22. What is the amount (in dol-
lars) of gold that Mexico either holds or has
access to?

Answer. As of end-June, 1994, the gold hold-
ings of the Bank of Mexico were 425,000 Fine
Troy Ounces. At $380 per ounce, the value
would be $161.5 million.

Question 23. What is the estimate of flight
capital from New Mexico over the past
twelve months?

Answer. Flight capital is inherently dif-
flcult to measure. The general consensus of
economic experts on Mexico is that Mexico's
balance of payment problem resulted more
from the drying up of foreign portfolio in-
vestment than capital flight. According to
the Federal Reserve, which uses World Bank
standard methodology, capital flight may
have totaled $8-$10 billion in 1994,

Question 24. What steps will the United
States insist upon to end flight capital?

Answer., The only enduring way is to re-
store confidence of domestic and forelgn in-
vestors in the economic policies and ex-
change rate of Mexico. The measures that
Mexico takes to stabilize its economy—strin-
gent monetary pollcies and attractive real
interest rates, are almed at restoring con-
fidence.

Question 25. What specific assurances can
the Treasury Department give to the Con-
gress that no loan guarantees provided by
the United States will be used to subsidize or
otherwise underwrite Mexlcan commercial
transactions that negatively impact on U.S.
national interests, including Mexican debt-
for-equity swaps with Cuba?

Answer. The Government of Mexico has in-
dicated that it is prepared to make specific
assurances that these loan guarantees would
not be used to subsidize or otherwlise under-
write the types of transactions with Cuba
raised in the above question.

Question 26, As the situation presently con-
fronting Mexico is also faced by other devel-
oping countries, is the Administration pre-
pared to propose similar stabilization plans
should other nations find themselves facing
a situation similar to that confronting Mex-
ico?

Answer., Mexico 1s unique In terms of its
strategic importance to the U.S. The U.S.
and Mexico share a 2,000 mile border, rapidly
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growing trade and economic ties, and grow-
ing prosperity. And, the crisis in Mexico pre-
sents a unique risk of contagion to other
emerging markets.

We will be exploring ways that inter-
national financial institutions are prepared
and can respond to simlilar situations in the
future.

Question 27. What other countries or inter-
national institutions will be involved in pro-
viding financial support to Mexico in re-
sponse to the crisis? What specific steps are
being taken by the U.S. government to se-
cure international cooperation?

Answer. Canada is already providing about
$1.5 billion Canadian dollars (approx. U.S. §1
billion) in swap credits. The central banks
from other Iindustrialized countries, under
the auspices of the Bank of International
Settlements, are arranging about $5 billion
for Mexico.

The International Monetary Fund is ar-
ranging a sizable credit in support of a pro-
gram with Mexico., Mexico is proceeding to
negotiate with the World Bank and the
Inter-American Development Bank addi-
tlonal loans, which will provide Mexico with
a considerable amount of forelgn exchange
this year.

We are now in the process of encouraging
other countries to join the effort.

Question 24. Has the Administration con-
sidered requiring the Government of Mexico
to make progress in solving and bringing to
justice those responsible for the recent as-
sassinations of prominent Mexican political
candidates and officials as a condition for
authorizing loan guarantees?

Answer. In his inaugural address, Presi-
dent Zedillo sald that the Mexican people
were not satisfled with the results of the
Government's inquiries into the killings of
presidential candidate Colosio, political
party leader Rulz Massieu or Catholic Car-
dinal Posadas, He pledged that justice will be
served.

Zedillo instructed his Attorney General, a
member of the conservative opposition PAN
party, to intensify efforts to resolve these
crimes. The Attorney General, in turn, ap-
pointed a special prosecutor to Investigate
these cases. The special prosecutor has al-
ready held public news conferences to discuss
the status of his inquiries.

In these circumstances, we conslder that
conditioning authorization of loan guaran-
tees on specific progress would be inappro-
priate.

Question 29. How much does the Treasury
Department estimate U.8. companies/busi-
nesses have lost in Mexico since the current
situation began?

Answer. We have no reliable estimate on
losses.

We have a substantial stake in Mexico,
which has already been adversely affected by
the financial crisis.

There 1s $40 billion of exports at risk,
which support 700,000 jobs.

The U.S. has $53.1 billion in foreign direct
investment.

U.S. investors hold $36.5 billion in Mexican
bonds and equities.

Question 31. Will Mexlican economic reform
efforts and austerity programs lead to a
tighter monetary policy, higher inflation,
and high unemployment in Mexico? Has the
Treasury Department made projections as to
the inflation and unemployment rates in
Mexico for 1995 and 1996?

Answer. The Mexican authorities have an-
nounced plans for tightening marcoeconomic
policy in 1995, and are in the process of work-
ing with the IMF on a macroeconomics sta-
bilization program. These policy steps in-
clude a monetary policy stance that will be
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considerably tighter in 1995 than it was last
year.

Inflation in Mexico—which was in single
digits in 1994—is expected to be considerably
higher this year, reflecting increases In
prices of imports following the recent sharp
depreciation value in the peso. The tighten-
ing of policy, as well as the international
support program, Is intended to keep a price-
wage spiral from getting underway and ulti-
mately return 'Maxlco to a lower Inflationary
path.

The financial problems in Mexico can be
expected to lead to recession and higher un-
employment in Mexico in the next year. The
Mexican authorities have taken steps to con-
tain as much as possible the wage pressures
that are likely to be felt in the aftermath of
the peso depreciation. To the extent that
these efforts are successful, employment
losses will be reduced. The international sup-
port program, by averting a protracted crisis
and a potential collapse in Mexican eco-
nomic activity, should help minimize the
rise In unemployment associated with the
necessary Mexican adjustment.

Treasury has not made projections for
Mexican inflation and unemployment for
1995 and 1996.

Question 32. Would higher inflation and
higher interest rates make it more difficult
for Mexico to repay any loans backed by U.S.
loan guarantees? Would such economic con-
ditions increase the likellhood of default by
Mexico?

Answer. Yes, higher inflation if sustained
and especlially if accelerating, would impede
the efficlency of the Mexican economy and
make it less attractive to foreign investors.
Both outcomes would undermine the peso
and make it more difficult for Mexico to
service its external debt, including that
backed by U.S. loan guarantees.

The International support program Is
aimed at ensuring that Mexican reforms con-
tinue in a stable macroeconomics setting.
The program will allow the Mexicans to
make the necessary adjustments with a
lower inflation rate than otherwise would be
the case and in a political environment that
would not jeopardize their reforms. Restora-
tion of a stable economic and political envi-
ronment will reduce the likelihood of default
by Mexico.

Question 33. As the Mexican economy con-
tracts, what is the Treasury Department's
estimate as to the reduction in U.S. exports
to Mexico? And what will be the impact on
U.S. employment?

Answer. We have no precise number be-
cause the answer depends on many factors
which are unknown.

One that is particularly important is the
length of any decline because the growth gap
compounds over time.

That is why restoring stability to the
Mexican situation is so important.

The U.S. exported over $40 billion in 1993
(estimated to reach $50 billion in 19%4.) rep-
resenting 700,000 jobs.

Question 34. What is the Treasury Depart-
ment's position on requiring an economic
stability assessment (e.g., inflation, unem-
ployment, current account balance ratios,
ect.) for any nation with which we are con-
sidering opening negotiations on a trade
agreement?

Answer. There would be no problem in
compiling data. Such information is widely
avallable and would be easy to collect in the
context of considering trade agreements.

However, there is no common denominator
for movements in these indicators or the re-
lation to benefits that the U.S. derives from
engaging in trade.
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Our trading partners are diverse—in terms
of economic development, structure, and per-
formance.

Question 35. What is the Treasury Depart-
ment’s assessment as to whether there Is a
banking crisis looming in Mexico, as some
analysts have projected?

Answer. The banking system in Mexico has
been adversely affected by financial develop-
ments in Mexico in a number of ways. Credit
lines to Mexican banks have come under
pressure, making funding more difficult, The
capital ratios for Mexican banks are likely
to have declined, since as a result of the de-
valuation, the peso value of dollar-denomi-
nated assets has risen, while the banks' cap-
ital remains unchanged in peso terms. Fi-
nally, to the extent that recent develop-
ments have increased the financial difficul-
ties of some Mexican firms, banks are likely
to suffer from increased loan losses.

However, foreign banks will be given great-
er opportunities to Invest in the Mexican
banking system, which should help strength-
en the banking system both in capital and
management.

If the U.S. loan guarantee proposal for
Mexico is approved, it should help mitigate
the risks to the Mexican banking system.

BACKING FOR THE U.S. GUARANTEES

The United States guarantees will be
backed in two ways by Mexico.

First, the Mexican commitments to the
United States will be backed by the full faith
and credit of the Mexican Government. This
is a legal commitment by the Mexican Gov-
ernment to repay the securities issued under
U.S. guarantees. The United States will only
issue the guarantees on the condition that
the Mexicans adopt a strict economic and fi-
nancial program to help ensure that the
Mexican economy has the resources to meet
these obligations. In addition, the Mexican
commitment to repay will be backed by
Mexico's revenues from oil exports. (Mexico
exports about $6.5 billlon of oil each year.)
The United States would have access to
these revenues in the event of non-payment
by the Mexican Government. The revenues
would flow to the United States Government
through a four step process based on irrev-
ocable instructions:

1, Before a guarantee is given, Mexlco's oil
company, PEMEX, will Instruct its foreign
customers to deposit the payments for their
oil purchases in a PEMEX account in a com-
mercial bank in the United States. Such pay-
ments will begin on the first day when Mex-
ico could be in default on its payment obliga-
tions on its guaranteed securities.

2. If Mexico falls to make an interest or a
principal payment on its guaranteed securi-
ties, the oll proceeds will be automatically
transferred from the PEMEX account in the
U.S. commercial bank to a Mexican govern-
ment account at the same bank.

3. These proceeds will be automatically
transferred again to a Mexican government
account at the Federal Reserve Bank of New
York (FRBNY).

4. The FRBNY will then have access to
these funds and can use them to reimburse
the United States for any amounts it had
paid out on its guarantee, plus interest. In
other words, the funds would be transferred
to the United States to compensate for any
payments made by the U.S. under the guar-
antee.

This mechanism has been put in place sev-
eral times before by Mexico and Treasury for
loans extended to Mexico. However, it has
never been activated because Mexico has al-
ways pald off its loan obligations to the
United States government.
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EXISTING PEMEX COMMITMENTS

Question. Has any PEMEX oil already been
“pledged” to anyone else?

Answer. Mexico earns about $6.5 billion
from oil exports each year.

PEMEX crude oil exports are subject to
three existing financing arrangements with
non-Mexican banks. Under these arrange-
ments, in a worst case scenario, PEMEX
would be obligated to pay roughly ten per-
cent of one year's proceeds of Mexican oll ex-

rts.
poPEMEX has also entered into an oll pro-
ceeds facility with the United States and
Canada to back up the drawings under the
swap lines established by the North Amer-
ican Framework Agreement.

This facility is currently backing up the §1
billion that Mexico has drawn this month.

FORMER OIL FACILITY ARRANGEMENTS

Question. Has this oll facility arrangement
been put in place before?

Answer. Yes, on five occasions since 1982,

However, oill proceeds have never been
transferred because Mexico has always paid
off its loan obligations on time.

CONSTITUTIONAL OBLIGATIONS

Question. Are there any Mexican constitu-
tional restrictions on control and ownership
of PEMEX that could undermine this ar-
rangement?

Answer. No. There are constitutional re-
strictions on the foreign ownership and con-
trol of PEMEX, but they do not affect the
ability of PEMEX to commit its resources to
the United States Government under this fa-
cility.

This mechanism has been put in place on
five prior occasions, and Mexican govern-
ment attorneys have always issued legal
opinions stating that the mechanism is fully
consistent with Mexican law.

POSSIBLE PEMEX EVASION

Question, Is there any way that PEMEX
could get around its obligations to the Unit-
ed States government in the event of a non-
payment by the Mexican government under a
guaranteed security?

Answer. We are making this facility as air
tight as possible.

Mexico has agreed that PEMEX will issue
irrevocable instructions to all of its existing
forelgn customers to have dollar payments
routed to a commercial bank in the United
States, Under these Instructions, these pay-
ments would automatically flow to the New
York Federal Reserve Bank in the event of a
default.

This provides excellent protection because
the funds will be in the United States.

If PEMEX wants to sell oil currently sold
to a U.S. company to an alternative foreign
customer, PEMEX would have to secure our
agreement in advance.

If Mexico failed to make payments on the
guaranteed securities, and PEMEX were to
violate its obligations, Mexico would lose all
access to the international financial commu-
nity and face serious adverse consequences
in its relationship with the United States.

FULL BACKING?

Question. Does the oll facility provide us
full dollar backing for our maximum expo-
sure?

Answer. Yes. The facility provides full dol-
lar backing for our maximum exposure.

MEXICAN OIL RESERVES

Question. How much oil does PEMEX have?

Answer. Estimates of Mexican oll reserves
range from 25 to 50 billion barrels.

Assuming that 50 percent of Mexico's oil is
exported at $10 a barrel, PEMEX's total po-
tential export oil revenues could range from
$12 to $250 billlon.
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In 1994, PEMEX earned approximately $6.5
billion from crude oil exports and $1 billion
from ofl product exports.

U.S. LEGAL PROTECTIONS

Question. What legal protections does the

United States have in the oil proceeds facil-
ity?
Answer. The United States has strong legal
protection through the recognized banker's
right of “‘set off'" against Mexican oil pro-
ceeds In the New York Federal Reserve Bank
(FRBNY).

This means that the FRBNY has access to
the Mexican oil proceeds and can use them
to reimburse the United States for any
amounts it had paid out on its guarantee,
plus interest.

DEATH OF RICHARD L.
ROUDEBUSH

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, the world
lost a great public servant and well-
known Hoosier last weekend with the
death of the Honorable Richard L.
Roudebush.

He was born on a farm in Noblesville,
IN, 77 years ago. In 1941, he graduated
from Butler University in Indianapolis
with a degree in business administra-
tion. Soon after, he enlisted on the
Army just 1 month before the Japanese
attack on Pearl Harbor and was
shipped out to Egypt in September
1942, where he joined with British
Forces during five major battles in
North Africa. While participating in
the invasion of Italy, his landing craft
was hit and was sunk by the enemy,
but he survived and continued the fight
with the 15th Air Force.

Richard Roudebush's distinguished
career of serving United States does
not end with his role in World War II.
He demonstrated his leadership among
his war veteran peers with being ac-
tively involved in the Indiana Depart-
ment of Veterans of Foreign Wars and
eventually being elected as national
commander in chief of the national
VFW.

A friend of Mr. Roudebush's re-
marked that he was so discouraged at
the way Hoosier Congressmen were
handling things in Washington, that he
decided to run for Congress himself. He
did, and in fact, he was elected to the
House of Representatives five times,
and from three different districts.
Through his own efforts, he quickly
rose from the ranks to become the as-
sistant minority whip and ranking
member of his party on the Committee
on Science and Astronautics where he
was best known for his instrumental
efforts in helping to get America’s
space program successfully off the
ground.

No challenge was ever too great for
Richard Roudebush. This was most ap-
parent in the contest for the Senate
seat of then-Senator Vance Hartke. Mr.
Roudebush did not win the race, but it
was the closest Senate election race in
Indiana history. Out of 2 million votes
cast only 4,000 votes kept him from vic-
tory.
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His deep affection and commitment
to his fellow veterans led him on a con-
tinued mission, especially after his
congressional days, to help make bet-
ter the lives of his fellow comrades.
After working in the Veterans Admin-
istration for 3 years as the No. 3 man,
President Gerald Ford nominated Mr.
Roudebush as Veterans Administrator
in 1974. His dedication to veterans con-
tinued later in life as he served on vet-
eran advisory boards and was honored
with life membership to most veteran-
related organizations.

Richard Roudebush fought for United
States and served his country in the
public sector as representative of the
people. He was a Hoosier hero who ex-
emplified the very best in public serv-
ice. His vision, knowledge, and zeal for
excellence, and determination to see
initiatives through to their successful
conclusion are some of his qualities
that have endured in the Veterans Ad-
ministration and the Congress. His
honors and awards are a treatment to
the depth of his service dedication and
the impact of his efforts. His presence
will be greatly missed, but his work on
behalf of veterans and the residents of
Indiana will remain a great legacy of
which all Americans can be proud.

RECOGNIZING THE 200TH BIRTH-
DAY OF THE U.S. NAVY SUPPLY
CORPS

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
rise today to recognize the more than
5,000 men and women of the U.S. Navy
Supply Corps, active and reserve, who
on February 23, 1995, will celebrate the
200th birthday of their distinguished
service to our Nation and Navy. The
naval officers who proudly wear the
Supply Corps oak leaf are the business
managers of the Navy and are respon-
sible for the logistics support of operat-
ing forces in the fleet and naval shore
installations worldwide.

The Supply Corps has come a long
way since its birth in 1795, when Teach
Francis of Philadelphia took the helm
as the first Purveyor of Public Sup-
plies. The original charter of the Sup-
ply Corps was to support the six wood-
en frigates of a young American Navy.
The Supply Corps has distinguished it-
self throughout its long history by en-
suring that the United States has been
ready to defend American freedom and
interests in every conflict since the
War of 1812. Its responsibilities have
grown tremendously and have kept
pace with the challenge of providing lo-
gistics support to a modern and highly
technological Navy, which has grown
in size and complexity. Today, the
Navy Supply Corps employs the latest
technologies and management skills to
supply our Navy at the lowest possible
cost and with the greatest efficiency.

Having progressed from supplying
wooden frigates with cannon balls to
supplying AEGIS destroys with Toma-
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hawk cruise missiles, the U.S. Navy
Supply Corps continues to carry out its
vital mission to keep our Navy well
equipped and ready to respond at a mo-
ment’s notice. I ask my colleagues to
join me in congratulating the officers
of the U.S. Navy Supply Corps on its
200th birthday.

RETIREMENT OF DONALD E.
GESSAMAN

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise
today to make a few comments con-
cerning the retirement of Mr. Donald
E. Gessaman of Dayton, OH.

Upon Mr. Gessaman’'s retirement, the
Federal Government will lose one of its
most effective public servants. Mr.
Gessaman served as the Deputy Associ-
ate Director for National Security in
the Office of Management and Budget.
I would like to take this opportunity
to commend Mr. Gessaman on 32 years
of outstanding service to his country.
He is known for exceptional intel-
ligence, common sense, and good
humor. Mr. President, his counsel and
wisdom will be sorely missed.

Mr. Gessaman began his career in
1963 as an analyst for the Air Force
space program. In 1966, he moved to
Washington to become a management
intern in the Office of the Secretary of
Defense. The following year, he began
his work at OMB and has remained
there since, rising through the ranks
and becoming a member of the Senior
Executive Service. In 1990, he assumed
his present position as Deputy Associ-
ate Director for National Security.

Mr. Gessaman dedicated his career to
ensuring that the taxpayers' invest-
ment in our Nation's Armed Forces is
well spent. The importance of national
security issues and the spending con-
straints imposed by the deficit have
made this a daunting task. Yet, time
and time again, Mr. Gessaman has
shown that judgment, analysis, and a
thorough understanding of defense pro-
grams can serve both our national se-
curity and our economic security.

Mr. Gessaman's professionalism, his
thorough analyses, and his commit-
ment to the highest standards through-
out his career have inspired his col-
leagues. I want to join those colleagues
and his many friends in thanking Mr.
Gessaman and wishing him all the best
for the future.

TRIBUTE TO M.R. SENI PRAMOJ

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise to
offer congratulations and best wishes
to M.R. Seni Pramoj, one of America's
great friends, and one of Asia’s most
accomplished democratic leaders, as
his 90th birthday approaches.

And as we prepare to commemorate
the 50th anniversary of the end of the
Second World War, I would like to re-
mind the Senate of Seni's great service
as Thai Ambassador to the United
States when the war began.
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Seni Pramoj began his career in the
1930's, as one of Thailand's first legal
scholars. During that decade, he helped
to draft many of Thailand's modern
laws, including the law abolishing the
unequal treaties Thailand was forced
to sign during the colonial era. He lec-
tured to a generation of students at
Thammasat School of Law, and before
the end of the decade was made a judge
on Thailand’'s Supreme Court.

These accomplishments gained him
national recognition far beyond the
legal field. And in 1940, at the young
age of 35, Seni found himself appointed
Ambassador to the United States.

A year and a half later, on the day of
the surprise attack on Pearl Harbor,
the Japanese Army entered Thailand.
A powerful faction within the Thai
Government, favoring collaboration,
ordered the Thai military not to resist.
And later in December, now in full con-
trol, they signed a military alliance
with Japan.

Their next step was to order Seni by
cable to deliver a formal Declaration of
War to the U.S. Government. As a pa-
triot and a man of conscience, Seni did
not hesitate to do his duty as he saw it.
As he recounts the story, he went to
the State Department the day after re-
ceiving this cable, and told then-Sec-
retary of State Cordell Hull:

Sir, I regret to say that I have been in-
structed by my government to declare war
on the United States. But I refuse to do it be-
cause there is no reason, and I have already
cut myself loose from Bangkok. I cannot
bring myself to declare war on the United
States.

Seni placed the Declaration of War in
a safe at the Embassy on Kalorama
Road, where it remained for the rest of
the war. He refused further to leave the
Embassy when the ruling faction in
Bangkok ordered him to do so. And in-
stead, he devoted himself to the Allied
cause, writing every Thai student in
the United States to announce his deci-
sion to form a resistance force called
the Seri Thai or Free Thai movement.

Virtually all of the 110 Thai students
in the United States at the time joined
the Seri Thai. Seventy of them trained
under the OSS as guerrilla fighters.
Others served as technical experts.
Some carried out broadcasts in the
Thai language. Still others helped
American military authorities to iden-
tify sites of great cultural and histori-
cal value to Thailand, in order to pre-
serve them from Allied bombing raids
toward the end of the war.

The Seri Thai movement was equally
successful inside Thailand. Inspired by
Seni’'s wartime broadcasts, and trained
by his student recruits, it ultimately
armed about 50,000 Thai partisans. And
following the Japanese surrender, Seri
Thai formed the first postwar govern-
ment, with Seni himself as Prime Min-
ister.

Seni’s career since then has been just
as distinguished. He was a founder of
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the Prachatipat or Democrat Party—
now Thailand’s oldest political party,
and ably led by Prime Minister Chuan.
He has been, as well, a highly success-
ful lawyer and musician; and Prime
Minister once again in the 1970's.

Altogether, it is no exaggeration to
say that for the past 60 years, Seni has
been at the center of Thai law and poli-
tics. And his sincere commitment to
democracy, moderation, and the rule of
law has helped Thailand become the
prosperous democracy so many people
around the world admire today.

In a letter to President Franklin
Pierce, written in 1856 and reprinted in
the book “A King of Siam Speaks,”
which Seni and nis brother Kukrit
Pramoj edited some years ago, King
Rama IV expressed the hope that the
United States and Thailand would for-
ever regard one another with “‘friend-
ship and affection,” and support one
another in times of difficulty. And
nearly 150 years later, few have done
more to make the King's hope a reality
than Seni Pramoj.

All American friends of Thailand join
in wishing M.R. Seni Pramoj best wish-
es as his 90th birthday approaches. And
we thank him for a service to both our
countries which we will not forget.

IN HONOR OF FRANK E. RODGERS,
RETIRING MAYOR OF HARRISON,
NJ

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, on De-
cember 31, 1994, a very special man,
Frank E. Rodgers, served his last day
as mayor of Harrison. After 48 years of
public service, Mayor Rodgers is being
honored for his life-time commitment
to the citizens of Harrison, NJ.

Mayor Frank Rodgers won his first
term as mayor of Harrison after the
war in 1946 and began the distinguished
career that would make him the long-
est-serving mayor in the history of the
United States. Epitomizing the old
adage that all politics is local, Mayor
Rodgers campaigned door-to-door all 24
times he sought reelection and main-
tained an open-door policy at town
hall.

In addition to his time as mayor,
Frank Rodgers held a variety of elected
and appointed jobs in government, in-
cluding 6 years from 1977 to 1983 as a
State Senator and 10 years as a town
councilman. Frank's service in the
Army during World War II did not
interfere with his commitment to pub-
lic service; he was reelected as a coun-
cilman while in basic training at Fort
Dix and managed town affairs through
calls and letters to his wife and family
while working as a military intel-
ligence officer on assignment along the
east coast.

Diligence, dedication, and a true
commitment to his constituency were
the hallmarks of Frank Rodger's ca-
reer. In his retirement letter to the
residents of Harrison, Frank wrote, I
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believe our years together hint at a
mutual respect and caring that goes far
beyond the requirements of govern-
ing.” Frank Rodgers possessed both the
insight to know what it means to gov-
ern and the willingness to devote him-
self wholeheartedly to the task. While
his retirement will be a great loss to
those who have worked with him and
for those he has served, he has left an
exemplary legacy of excellence in pub-
lic service.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT
TO THE CONSTITUTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of House Joint
Resolution 1, which the clerk will re-
port.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A joint resolution (H.J. Res. 1) proposing a
balanced budget amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the
Senate is now considering an amend-
ment to the U.S. Constitution. This is
not a usual matter and ought not be
treated as such. Changing the U.S.
Constitution is a very solemn respon-
sibility, and those who wrote the Con-
stitution made changing it very dif-
ficult, by design.

I have in my hand a copy of the Con-
stitution. This is a little booklet put
out by the bicentennial group that
worked on a program to educate the
American people about the Constitu-
tion. The Constitution begins, as all
Americans know, ‘“We the people of the
United States.” **We the people.”

1 was privileged to go to a celebra-
tion in Philadelphia about 8 years ago
or so. It was the 200th birthday of the
signing of the Constitution. The birth-
day, the 200th anniversary, was held in
the very same room in Philadelphia,
called ““The Assembly Room," in Con-
stitution Hall, the same room where
the Constitution was written in the
first place 200 years previous, when 55
white, largely overweight, men sat in a
very hot Philadelphia room in the sum-
mer and wrote a constitution.

We know that because we know who
they were. Two-hundred years later
fifty-five people, men and women of all
races went back into that room to
recreate in celebration the writing of
that Constitution. I was one who was
picked to be among the 55. And to go
into that room on the 200th anniver-
sary of the date of the writing of this
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Constitution was pretty special.
George Washington’s chair is still at
the front of the room, the chair he sat
in when he was presiding, and Franklin
sat over there.

1t was very remarkable to be in this
room where they wrote this Constitu-
tion. Even more remarkable was that
it was written over 200 years ago by pa-
triots, by people who cared deeply for
this country, but also by a homogenous
group of people, only white men who
came from various parts of the colonies
to join in that room and write this doc-
ument.

We have come a long way. Two-hun-
dred years later it was a diverse group
of men and women of all races who
celebrated. I sat there kind of getting
some goose bumps about the history of
it all. I thought: as a little boy I grew
up studying about George Washington
and now I am in the room where he
helped write this document. It re-
minded me of what a solemn respon-
sibility it is for us to understand this
document and what it means for this
country.

We have had all kinds of proposals to
change it. I think there have been over
2,000 proposals made over the years to
change the U.S. Constitution. Every
time somebody gets a notion they want
to change it, just change it. Some
scruffy little guy in Texas says change
the Constitution to prohibit some-
thing. One of these days somebody is
going to burn the Bible. They say
change the Constitution to prohibit
something. There are all kinds of ideas
on how to change the Constitution.
Yet, this living document has served
this country for 200 years creating the
oldest, most successful representative
democracy ever on this Earth. So we
are here today to talk about a proposal
to change it.

If I might give just one quick story
about the understanding of history
here, some years ago Claude Pepper,
the oldest Member of Congress, was
standing out in front of the Cannon
House Office Building with young
JiMMY HAYES, who was in Congress as a
freshman. He was standing next to
Claude. Claude I think was 87, the old-
est Member at that time. And they
were standing talking on the sidewalk
when a group of Boy Scouts with their
leader breathlessly came running down
and looking for directions. They
stopped next to old Claude and young
JIMMY and they had no idea who they
were. They said, ‘“Can you tell us
where the Jefferson Monument is?" Old
Claude Pepper said, “You go right
across the Capitol Plaza to that build-
ing with the flag on it, and take a right
and go one block, and you will find it.”
Jimmy looked at Claude with a kind of
certain strange look. Claude was aged
87. After they left, JiMmy said, “I think
you have given them bad directions. I
know where the Jefferson Memorial is.
The Jefferson Memorial is a mile away,
by the river."
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Well, Jefferson was not around when
they wrote the Constitution. He was in
Europe. But he contributed mostly
through writings and through the force
of his thought and various ways to the
writing of the Bill of Rights, the most
important of which, of course, was free
speech. And Claude said, “Since they
asked to see a monument to Jefferson,
there is a demonstration on the subject
of abortion going on over in front of
the Dirksen Building. I feel there is no
better place to see a monument to Jef-
ferson and free speech than in front of
the Dirksen Senate Office Building
today.”

I imagine that the Boy Scout leader
did not think of it this way, but he was
looking at a monument to Jefferson
contained in this Constitution.

There are plenty of monuments in
this Constitution that represent time-
less truths that have served this coun-
try, and will for a long, long time. The
question is, should a change be made in
this document? Should we change the
Constitution in order to respond to the
budget deficit? Should we require a
balanced budget?

I have spoken on the floor on many
occasions on this subject. I have said
before—and let me repeat again—that a
balanced budget itself is not nec-
essarily the most important goal. Does
anyone in America believe that it
would be imprudent for us to spend $400
billion more than we have this year
and create a deficit of massive propor-
tions if by doing so we could with one
stroke eliminate cancer? Does anybody
believe we should not do that? Of
course not. The question is though
whether the budget should be balanced.
The question is: What are you doing as
a result of these deficits? What is caus-
ing them?

What is the result of the deficits?
The fact is the deficits that we now
have in this country are operating
budget deficits. They are not invest-
ments in the future. They are operat-
ing budget deficits because our fiscal
policy has rolled out of control. The
question should not be, in my judg-
ment, whether we have an obligation
to deal with them. The guestion is,
how?

I came to Congress a number of years
ago not thinking we should change the
Constitution in this area. Some years
ago I changed my mind. We started in
1981 when President Reagan proposed
to us a fiscal policy strategy that he
said would result in a balanced budget.
We had somewhere around a $60 billion
to $80 billion Federal deficit at that
point. He said, if we simply cut taxes
and double defense spending, we will
have a balanced budget by 1984. Well,
Congress cut taxes and doubled defense
spending, and we all know what hap-
pened to the deficit.

This line has gone way out of con-
trol. These are deficits that are seri-
ous, and these are deficits that have

3343

accumulated to make a $4.8 trillion
debt for this country. That threatens
this ecountry’s future.

So the question is not whether. The
question is what we do about it? The
top of this line on this chart is about
deficits, and shows something that I
think is important. A couple of years
ago we had on the floor of this Senate
a proposal to deal with the deficits. It
was a tough proposal and hard to vote
for. It raised some taxes—and nobody
wants to pay for increased taxes—and
it cut some spending, a lot of folks did
not agree with cutting spending in
these areas. Yet, our deficit cut actu-
ally increased after we passed the bill.
We thought it would cut $500 billion,
that it would cut the Federal deficit by
$500 billion in 5 years. We now know it
was over 3600 billion. So we have got-
ten some additional advantage.

My point is that we did something
significant in law on the floor of this
Senate. You see what happened to the
Federal deficit since that point. I am
proud to say I voted for that. People
come up to me and say, ‘‘How dare you,
you voted for that?” I think the politi-
cal vote would have been, ‘*No, count
me out. I am not part of the solution.
I am not going to make the tough
vote.” I did not say, “Count me out.” I
voted yes because I want this deficit to
come down.

I might say there was not one single
vote in this Chamber to help us from
the other side of the aisle; not one. Not
one Republican voted for this. I am not
going to question their motives. They
feel very strongly philosophically
about some things. When it comes time
for heavy lifting, it is very important
that everybody be lifting. And we on
this side of the aisle did it. I am proud
we did it.

The problem is this line does not
keep going down.

(Mr. DEWINE assumed the chair.)

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, we did
this and it was important to do, but all
of us know that because of health care
costs and other things, this line starts
going back up. So this is not enough.
The question is: What do we do now to
solve this problem in the future?

The Senator from Utah brings to the
floor, with many of his colleagues, a
proposal to change the U.S. Constitu-
tion. I respect him for that. I voted for
a change in the U.S. Constitution to re-
quire a balanced budget last year. I
likely will vote for one again, although
there are some changes in this proposal
that I do not like.

I want to talk today about a couple
of changes we want to make to this
proposal and why. As I do that, I want
to say that somebody on the other side
of the aisle was quoted, I guess yester-
day, as saying that those who say the
American people have a right to know
how we propose to balance the budget
are joking. He said that the Senators
who make this argument simply do not
want to balance the budget.
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Wrong. I want to balance the budget.
I have voted for a constitutional
amendment in the past, and I likely
will again. But the gquestion, in my
judgment, is not whether we balance
the budget; the question is: How?

I think the Senator from Utah and
the other original cosponsors of this
particular constitutional amendment
will agree with me that if it passes 90
seconds from this moment, not one sin-
gle penny of the Federal deficit will be
reduced—not one. This will simply rep-
resent a bunch of words that go into
the document called the Constitution.
And the requirement, then, will be that
changes in taxing and spending will
have to occur in the magnitude of
somewhere around $1.5 trillion in 7
years to accomplish a balanced budget
by the year 2002.

I happen to think there is a special
responsibility at this moment. The spe-
cial responsibility is for this reason:
The majority party, having won last
November, proposes a contract for this
country. In the contract, they say two
things. They say they want to decrease
taxes, which means cut the Govern-
ment’'s revenue, No. 1; No. 2, they want
to increase defense spending. If you de-
cide you want to cut the Government's
revenue and increase one of the largest
areas of Government spending, it seems
to me it is logical to ask, if we change
the Constitution to require a balanced
budget, how do we do it? How do we get
to that point, if you say we should cut
revenue and increase one of the largest
areas of spending?

For that reason, many of us—some
who are opposed to the balanced budget
amendment, others who support it—do
support an amendment called the
right-to-know amendment. Once again,
the guestions for the American people
are: What are we going to do, and how
are we going to do it? The proposal to
change the Constitution answers the
question ‘‘what?’’ What are we going to
do? But the guestion of how we are
going to do it, we are told, is an im-
proper question; leave it for later.

Well, my colleagues, that is business
as usual. If ever I have heard business
as usual, that is business as usual. I
have heard that in 1981, 1982, 1983, 1984,
and 1985. Business as usual is: Trust
me; I promise you; we will tell you
later. No, we do not have the details,
but they are there; believe us, trust us;
we promise you.

Well, look, how many times do you
accept a promise? The American peo-
ple, it seems to me, have every right to
understand the answer to two ques-
tions: What are we going to do, and
how are we going to do it? The Amer-
ican people have a right to know, from
those who say, “I want a balanced
budget by 2002,”" and *‘I want increased
defense spending,” and ‘I want revenue
cuts,” they have a right to know how
we are going to get there.

If I said to the Presiding Officer that
I want you to ride with me today and
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we are going to go to New York City,
the Presiding Officer might want to get
to New York City; he might have a de-
sire to visit. He might say that sounds
like a good trip, and he would like to
go. He would probably ask, ‘‘How are
we going to get there? Are we going to
take the train; are we going to walk;
are we going to take a motor scooter;
are we going to go through Atlanta or
maybe through Los Angeles to get
from Washington, DC, to New York?"”
He would have every right to want to
know how we were going to do it.

That is the purpose of the right-to-
know amendment. Its purpose is not to
derail the balanced budget amendment.
I happen to think we ought to pass the
constitutional amendment. I voted
that way in the past, as I said, and I
probably will this time. The purpose of
the right-to-know amendment is to say
this must be more than an empty
promise. We must, this time, develop a
national awareness of what the heavy
lifting means to all of us. We need to
get the Nation behind us to do it.

Mr. ARMEY, on the House side, said,
‘*‘Well, we cannot tell the American
people what is required here; it would
make their legs buckle.” I think that
is far too little faith in the American
people, honestly. We have to do this to-
gether. This country belongs to them,
not us. This is their country, their de-
mocracy. This book, this Constitution,
means it is theirs. They have the pow-
ers, not us. We have a responsibility to
them at this point to tell them what
we are going to do and how are we
going to do it.

There are plenty of areas of the Fed-
eral Government that can be cut and
will be cut under any scenario, whether
this amendment passes or not. I led a
project on Government waste when I
was in the House of Representatives
and then here in the Senate. I can cite
chapter and verse about wasteful
spending. I mentioned before the 1.2
million bottles of nasal spray on inven-
tory at the Department of Defense.
There are a lot of plugged noses you
are going to be able to treat for two or
three or four decades. That is the sort
of bizarre kind of thing that is in the
defense inventory. It makes no sense at
all. There is too much waste.

The fact is that it is not the waste—
while we should eliminate that—that
drives these numbers. All of us know
what drives this. This country is grow-
ing older. More people are eligible for
Medicare and for Social Security. What
is happening is that entitlement pro-
grams are ratcheting up costs. But
there are no votes on those programs
in Congress. Those are entitlement pro-
grams whose appropriations are vir-
tually automatic. We have to respond
to that.

Some of us are also going to offer an
amendment on Social Security, and we
are going to disagree on that. The So-
cial Security system has not caused
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one penny of the Federal deficit. This
year, we will collect $69 billion more in
Social Security than we spend out.
That is not an accident. We are doing
that by design. We need to save that
money for when the baby boomers re-
tire. But if it is not saved, if it is used
as an offset to other spending in order
to balance the budget, we will have
broken the trust and the promise be-
tween people who work and people who
are retired.

We must, it seems to me, say that we
are not going to balance the budget by
raiding the Social Security trust funds.
For those who say let us not pass that
amendment, not give that assurance, I
say do not give me five reasons; just
give me one reason. There is only one
reason you would not want to give that
assurance to seniors, and that is be-
cause you want to use that money. To
use that money is, in my judgment,
breaking a promise. The money is col-
lected for only one purpose. It comes
out of the paychecks; it is called the
FICA tax, and it goes into Social Secu-
rity, the trust fund, and it is promised
that it will be saved for only one pur-
pose, and that is Social Security.

How on Earth can anybody justify
saying, well, we do not want to set that
aside because maybe we will want to
use it sometime? For what? It can only
be used for Social Security. Those are
two amendments that we are going to
have to deal with. And just because we
offer them, others on this floor should
not argue that we do not support a con-
stitutional amendment to balance the
budget.

There is a right way and a wrong way
to do things. The wrong way is to pro-
vide empty promises and assurances
that we are not going to keep. The
right way is to tell people you have a
right to know; you should know this,
and here is the plan. We are going to
increase defense, according to some,
and cut revenue and, therefore, here is
how we are going to deal with other
spending.

That is important. It is important for
the American people to know.

I want to mention one other thing as
I am talking about this. I am, frankly,
a little tired of people in this country
in politics and especially people in the
House and Senate who keep repeating
the notion somehow that Government
is unworthy.

Government is the way we do things
together. It is the way we created our
schools to educate our kids. It is Gov-
ernment. It is the way we built our po-
lice forces to keep our communities
safe. It is Government. It is the way we
inspect meat so when you buy some
meat someplace you have some assur-
ance that it is not contaminated. It is
the way we regulate our skies so when
you are flying up there in a jet airplane
you are not going to hit another jet
airplane., Government is something we
do together. We ought to be proud of it,
for gosh sakes.
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You must have Government in the af-
fairs of people in a nation like this, and
we ought to have the best possible Gov-
ernment we can for the American peo-
ple.

There is a sense in this country these
days of a kind of anarchist mentality.
This philosophy suggests somehow,
that our Government is just something
that just spends all this money and
wastes all this money, and is totally
unworthy, and that what we ought to
do is just get rid of it.

But, you know, the fact is this coun-
try has changed a lot in recent years.
The rich have gotten much, much rich-
er, the poor have gotten poorer, and
there are more of them, more vulner-
able people in this country. We have to
start thinking together, all of us, to
try to figure out how to respond to
some of these problems, how do we deal
with some of the vulnerabilities in our
country. This is how we spend our
money. And all of us know where our
money goes.

This pie chart shows where Federal
spending goes. Defense, 18 percent of
the spending; Social Security, 22 per-
cent; health care, Medicaid and Medi-
care, 17 percent. And, of course, that is
going up every year, because more peo-
ple are getting older, we have more
poor people, and health care costs in-
crease every year. We have to do some-
thing about health care costs because
if we do not we cannot deal with the
budget deficit.

Interest on the debt is 15 percent of
the budget. We cannot negotiate that.
We have had to pay for that. And if
Greenspan gets his way, we will pay a
lot more for it.

So Medicaid, Medicare are going up.
Interest is going up. Social Security,
more people growing older and on dis-
ability. In fact, in the Social Security
trust fund, we have a surplus for just
that reason.

Defense? My Republican friends say
we need more defense, so that is going
to go up.

So where do you get the rest of it?
International—some people say foreign
aid, of course, is the biggest area of
public spending. It is not. We spend 1.4
percent of the budget for international
programs.

So you have other mandatory spend-
ing. For domestic discretionary spend-
ing, 16.5. Now the 16.5 percent of discre-
tionary spending, that is the kind of
spending that we send out to deal with
kids' nutrition, all sorts of issues that
help people out there who need help.

I know it is easy to talk about these
things in the abstract. But now every
day you can go out and find what real-
ly matters and you can determine how
this affects real people. You can go to
a food pantry and who walks in and try
to figure out what this means in their
lives.

You say, “Well, let's cut off funding
that does not make any sense.”” Nutri-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

tion programs? That makes no sense.
*“The WIC Program; you know, Head
Start, we can do without it.”

Yes, I suppose the country can do
without it but it will also be a country
that is less worthy. It is a country that
is not investing in its health and in its
children, trying to make life better for
children.

You know I remember being at a
town meeting in eastern North Dakota
one day. An old fellow came up to me
by the name of Thor, a guy who had
flown combat airplanes in the Second
World War. Thor came up to me and
said, *'I want to show you my mouth. I
got sores all around my mouth,” a guy
in his seventies. He said, "I need
teeth.” This was an old veteran. He
said, ‘I have no money. I have noth-
ing."” And he said, “‘I need teeth. I have
no teeth. I went to the VA and I got a
set of teeth from them and they don't
fit. And so when I use them, it creates
sores all around my mouth. So I can’'t
use them and I want to show you these
sores around my mouth.”

And I am thinking to myself—this
was at a town meeting—he walked all
the way up to the front, had his mouth
open showing me how badly he needs
his new set of teeth.

Is it not pretty remarkable, in a
country as wonderful as this, that old
Thor, who went off to fight for his
country and flew in combat and is now
in his seventies and for one reason or
another ends up with nothing, that
Thor has to go to a meeting and stand
up to beg to try to get a set of teeth.

That is what we are talking about
here. We are talking about things that
improve the lives of people.

Senator BURNS from Montana is on
the floor. I was in community near the
Montana line recently, touring a hos-
pital where they showed me this space
where the carpenters were knocking
out two-by-fours. They were going to
put in big, breathtaking new things. I
think it is was an MRI; you know, the
technology to look through human
flesh to see what is there, a diagnostic
tool. Breathtaking technology.

Then about 100 feet down in this hos-
pital wing, they had me hold a little
baby, tiny little baby, that had been
born some while before, born pre-
mature, as a matter of fact. The moth-
er had come to the hospital to have a
third child, unmarried. She checked in
on a Saturday. Her blood alcohol con-
tent was .25 when she delivered the
baby. They checked this baby’s blood
and this baby was born with a blood al-
cohol content of .21, a little premature
baby born dead drunk, and the mother
did not even want to see the baby,
wanted nothing to do with it. The baby
will probably be fetal alcohol syndrome
damaged, they do not know.

But think of the consequence of these
things, day after day in our country.
And we have to be concerned about
how we respond to them and how we
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deal with them. We cannot ignore
them. These things tear this country
up from the inside.

I am not making a case for massive
new programs for spending, because I
do not think this is a case where you
have kind of a vending machine, where
you put in a quarter and get out a na-
tional program. But some things we do
in this country are very, very impor-
tant.

Head Start. Boy, you know, we
should understand that is a good in-
vestment. The WIC Program, we know
that is a wonderful investment to in-
vest in kids and low-income pregnant
women.

I could tell you a hundred stories, as
could all of my colleagues, about the
value of some of these things we do
that make life worthwhile and make
life helpful to people who need help.

I should tell you that Thor has new
teeth. Thor got new teeth. Well, it was
from a dentist. I talked to a friend of
mine, personal friend of mine, and he
got Thor some new teeth. But should a
veteran have to beg for new teeth? No,
I do not think so.

The point is there are programs now
to help that young baby. Young Ta-
mara Demeris, who I have talked about
on the floor before, a 2-year-old, hair
pulled out, nose broken, arm broken,
because she was put in a foster home
and nobody checked to see whether the
people were drunkards. So this little
girl was abused.

The fact is, there are things we can
do about that. And we have done some
things about that. When they come to
our attention, we invest and we do
some things to try to help people.

But all of these things relate to the
decisions we are going to make about
what are we going to do. People have a
right to know. What are we going to in-
vest in? Are we going to invest in star
wars, or are we going to invest in Head
Start for our kids? The people have a
right to know that.

And to those who say this is joke, I
say you are wrong. You know better
than that. This is not a joke. This is
very serious business. We are talking
about changing the Constitution and
we are talking about imposing require-
ments that will make massive changes
in the way the Federal Government
spends money. And count me in, be-
cause I want to force those changes, I
have two children and I do not want to
give them a 310 trillion debt when they
get out of school. So count me in.

I just say this: We have a responsibil-
ity, all of us, to tell the people what we
are going to do and how we are going
to do it. To those who say, ‘‘Let’s not
tell them what we are going to do,” I
say that is business as usual, the same
old tired promises I heard for 15 years.
To those of us who say, ‘‘Let’'s together
tell them how we are going to do it,”
we say the people have a right to know.
And when we offer our amendment on
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the right to know, we say to you, ‘*Join
us, accept the responsibility; accept
the challenge of closing the loop to
give the American people the oppor-
tunity to know exactly what we are
going to do, to whom and how.”

The American people can take it. The
American people deserve it. And to do
less, in my judgment, is the same old
tired unfinished business of Congress
that says, ‘‘Here’s our political answer.
Now trust us. Details later.” That is
not the way we ought to do business.

I hope that, as we in the coming 2 or
3 weeks move down this road to try to
consider in a serious way not only what
we are going to do but how we are
going to do it, those of us, Democrats
and Republicans, who believe the cur-
rent situation in this country is a cri-
sis, the current deficits threaten this
country’s future. The current Federal
debt and the prospect of burgeoning fu-
ture debt are challenges we cannot ig-
nore: The question cannot any longer—
for anybody on the floor of this Sen-
ate—be whether we do something about
it. The question is. what?

To those who oppose a constitutional
amendment, I say I voted for it in the
past and will likely vote for it again, I
say to Members, as well, on the other
side of the aisle, Members have a re-
sponsibility to join in the second step
of this journey. The second step, just
like a Montana dance, joins the first
step. It is change the Constitution to
require a balanced budget. And as we
do it, tell the American people how we
will accomplish it because if we fail to
do the latter, we know the former is
nothing more than a bunch of words in
a document like this.

So, Mr. President, we will have a
lengthy debate and an aggressive de-
bate on this subject. The debate will
not be, I think, as the Senator from
Utah occasionally would suggest, on
whether a constitutional amendment is
worthy. This Senator has said before,
he thinks it is. I say now I think it is.
But I say to the Senator from Utah and
his colleagues and my friend from Mon-
tana, we have an obligation to do more
than this.

I will join Members on this. We have
an obligation to do more. We have an
obligation to give the people the right
to know, as we pass this, what does it
mean; what does it mean to their fu-
ture, and what does it mean to their
lives, and how will we respond to it as
a national commitment in this coun-
try.

Mr. President, with that, I yield the
floor.

Mr. BURNS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the words of my friend from
North Dakota.

As he held up the Constitution, I
want to go back to an article that was
printed in, I think, the Richmond
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Times, some time ago, and this last
Sunday in the Washington Times. It
was taken from the life and times of
Davy Crockett, whenever he rep-
resented Tennessee and the House of
Representatives, and he had to cast a
vote to help people when their houses
had burned down in Georgetown.

We hold up that Constitution, re-
member, as a double-bit ax. There is
nothing in that Constitution that says
we have the right to take my money
and give it to somebody else, free, gra-
tis.

So, when we talk about a balanced
budget amendment, be very clear that
this is not the first time this was a
concern of people and leaders in this
country. The first constitutional
amendment to balance the budget was
in 1936. And there was a time, I think,
this country pretty well held its dis-
cipline on spending, until we really
learned as a Government to borrow
money, that we could borrow money
against future collections, and those
are taxes. ;

I have heard the same old argument,
saying, ““How are you going to do it?"
Well, I would say I am going to have to
approach this just as I approached run-
ning a farm or a ranch. You do not do
the same thing every year or nail your-
self into a situation that if time and
circumstance changes, a person cannot.
They do that.

I worked in county government
where we balanced the budget. The de-
bate started among the commissioners
on what is going to get funded or how
much it is going to get funded: and
what, maybe, if we do not have the
funds, should be cut out. It serves a
purpose, but maybe is not as high on
the priority list as we would like to see
it.

That is what a balanced budget
amendment does. It creates the arena
for debate. It forces us, as debaters or
policy setters, to make those hard
choices between doing this or that, and
reexamining the mission of govern-
ment.

The Senator from North Dakota is
exactly right. What is the purpose of
government? Why do free people estab-
lish a government, especially in a free
society? No. 1, public safety; he is
right. That is an obligation of the total
society, public safety. Now, public safe-
ty could be food safety, it could be in
hygiene; but mostly it is in our fire de-
partments, our police departments, our
immediate-response people.

The next obligation, we could say,
probably is transportation, because we
have to keep the roads and the bridges
so that the area of commerce can be
carried out. In this great land of ours,
we have changed everything around to
where it is a global economy and global
communication as to where our roads
and bridges are satellites, fiber optics,
new communications. Those are areas
that will be debated here on this floor,
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as new policy is going to be formed
that can keep up with the new tech-
nologies that are out there.

What some folks would call invest-
ment, other folks would call spending.
If we want to define them, I guess they
are about the same. Then I guess when
we get down to the definition, we come
down again to the bottom line, and
that is priorities.

Now, with a debt of $4.7 trillion, for
too long now after we learned to bor-
row against future collections, we
started to move that national debt up. .
As I said, the first balance-the-budget
amendment was in 1936. In 1934, and
that is under the Roosevelt administra-
tion, someone had the idea that this
thing could get out of hand and was
concerned about it. We were in the
depth of the Depression. We were try-
ing to help so many people who had
been hit by this devastating time; not
only the Depression, but drought. And
I could write a book on that,

I do not remember those days in 1936,
because I was born in 1935. I guess I was
a result of the drought; I surely was
not a result of the Depression. The last
thing you wanted in 1935 was kids, liv-
ing on 160 acres of two rocks and one
dirt.

But the debt that started out, we lost
our way a little bit and our discipline.
So that debt continues, because we
continue to deficit spend. We should
get two things straight right here.
There is a difference between deficit
spending and debt, Deficits cause debt.
We deficit spend; we create debt. So no
matter that that line goes down, we
are still deficit spending. It is still of
concern to people who have some kind
of sense of responsibility, of fiscal re-
sponsibility.

Ever since I came here 6 years ago,
that has been a concern, because our
concern should be for our children and
grandchildren, and the bill they will
have to pay later on because we are
mortgaging their future.

I was not a Member of Congress when
the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings Act was
passed, but it was one of the many ef-
forts to control Government spending.
While well intentioned, this law fell
short of eliminating the deficit. In
other words, we as a body of policy-
makers never really committed our-
selves to that law to make sure it
worked.

Even with a balanced budget amend-
ment, I am not really sure that we
have that discipline today, but I think
it will make Members get in the debate
and talk about priorities. It is true
that we do have laws in place to bal-
ance a budget. We did not have the will
to really take it serious, to really look
at programs, and to take some of the
fraud out of it.

My good friend from North Dakota
was talking about the man who flew
the missions that could not get a set of
teeth. And we have people that take
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advantage of the veterans programs
that never got anything, to really have
the privilege of using those programs.

The balanced budget amendment
would change all of this rhetoric by in-
stilling the necessary fear needed to
make the tough decisions and take the
hard steps. What are we talking about,
even in food stamps; $1 billion a year,
83 billion a year in savings, if we could
take the fraud out of it?

Now, that has nothing to do with a
balanced budget amendment, but I can
remember when talking to the former
Secretary of Agriculture in the Bush
administration, Ed Madigan and, of
course, Ed is no longer with us. We
started with a smart card and we saw
where we could take some of the fraud
out of it. Do you know what stopped
the expansion of that idea? The bu-
reaucracy did, because it cost some
jobs in Government. Does that not
seem strange? We had an opportunity
to do that. This will force us to do
something about that, whether we
want to or not. It will force Members
to do it.

So as we go down this trail, trying to
come up with a mechanism to instill
fiscal responsibility in ourselves, this
is, I think, a commonsense approach.
And yet there are people that want to
make it very complicated.

I came up in 1990 with an idea called
the 4-percent solution.

We wanted to deal with the deficit.
At that time, if you wanted to reform
something to really make it work, the
4-percent solution merely said this: Do
away with baseline budgeting, but
budget and spend based on previous
years' expenditures and only let Gov-
ernment grow 4 percent a year. Based
on previous years' expenditures, not
previous years' budgets, and not an
automatic built-in 6 percent as happens
in baseline budgeting.

And you know what, next year we
would have been looking at a whole lot
different deal had we done that. We had
a few cosponsors on that. It is a very
simple thing. Maybe it was too simple.
Nobody wanted to really get into it.
But basically it just said, *“‘Govern-
ment, only grow 4 percent. If you don't
want to spend the 4 percent over here,
you can spend it over here. You can
move it around. But the total growth,
bottom line, 4 percent.”

It would have given Congress the
flexibility to increase funding at realis-
tic levels for many programs while re-
ducing others and phasing out some
that have not worked since World War
II and they are still around here.

It did not pass, and now the problem
is even worse where even the 4-percent
idea will not work. It will not get us to
where we want to go.

I think also we have to look at a way
to see how this budget or balanced
budget will be scored by the CBO and
whoever is doing the bottom-line figur-
ing.
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There was a joint budget hearing a
couple of weeks ago that would do ex-
actly that. I am pleased that that hear-
ing looked at the dynamic modeling
and am encouraged that it gave it the
attention it deserves. The current reve-
nue method calculates outlays from
the Treasury, no matter what the cost-
benefit ratio. I believe dynamic review
estimating would be a good way to put
Government spending priorities in
order.

What we are saying is, the policies
we set here, tax policies, whatever,
change people and the way they do
business. It just changes human behav-
ior.

The dynamic modeling of a program
would be scored on its merits. Instead
of only looking at the amount of
money the program costs in outlays to
the Treasury, it also would take into
account how much money is raised for
the Treasury.

I have heard this argument on cap-
ital gains. Capital gains is a voluntary
tax. How many ranches and how many
businesses are we looking at today that
are not being sold or even offered to be
put on the market because of capital
gains? They find other ways of trans-
ferring that property, some way to do
it. It is a voluntary tax. You do not
have to pay the tax because you do not
have to sell. So what happens? It does
not go up for sale and their commercial
activity is lost.

So we have to look for a way, a pro-
gram which creates jobs, opens up em-
ployment opportunities, boosts the
economy and raises money for the
Treasury. It is commercial activity
that does that. Of course, I was not
trained in economics. I pretty much
have street economics. It is pretty sim-
ple: This is accounts receivable over
here; this is accounts payable over
here. Nothing happens in accounts pay-
able until something happens in ac-
counts receivable. That is the way it is.
That is a pretty simple way to go
through life. Nonetheless, that is the
way we have to score and take a look.

Montanans, like all other people
around America, sent a loud and clear
message last November 8. There are
still some people who are trying to in-
terpret that message, and there will be
different interpretations of it as long
as there are writers of editorials, as
long as there are coffee klatches, as
long as there are service clubs. Wher-
ever you hear public discourse, there
will be an array of messages that was
heard November 8.

But I think I heard the message. 1
heard the message that says we have to
change some things before we really
get the job done. Three reforms have to
happen: Spending reform, budget re-
form and regulatory reform; and also
something that puts some steel or
backbone, as far as picking those win-
ners and losers in spending and the way
this Government spends money—prior-
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ities. It makes you get on the field and
debate the priorities of which direction
we are to be going.

An ABC-Washington Post poll taken
early in January showed that 80 per-
cent of those polled said they support a
constitutional amendment to require a
balanced budget.

When looking at budget priorities the
Federal Government seems like a good
place to start. The Federal Govern-
ment consumes 23 percent of GDP. The
current growth rate of Government
spending is 2 percent per year faster
than the economy. It’s time to get a
tight rein on the power and size of the
Federal Government. The economist,
Milton Friedman, put it best when he
said, **There is nothing so permanent
as a temporary government program.”

The Federal Government has en-
croached on State's rights and spend-
ing has gone up to keep pace. Its over-
ambitious agenda steals individual
rights even as it indebted the people.
Congress and the Federal Government
have to get their hands out of their
pockets.

It’s time to redistribute the power to
the States. Shrink the Federal Govern-
ment and given the money straight to
the States. Cut out the middle man—
the paper pusher in Washington, DC.

By giving the States block grants
they can use the money as they see fit,
tailoring it to their specific needs.
Every State is different and has dif-
ferent needs. One size does not fit all
and the Federal Government should
not be trying to force one program to
fit every State. What works in Califor-
nia, doesn't always make sense for
Montana and West Virginia.

Once again, opponents of the amend-
ment are using scare tactics to defeat
this measure. They threaten that im-
portant programs will be cut or even
eliminated, that it will endanger our
economic recovery. There has to be
plenty of places to make responsible
cuts in a $1.6 trillion budget. And by
balancing the budget, Congress can en-
sure our continued economic strength
and future power.

House Joint Resolution 1 allows Con-
gress plenty of time to get the fiscal
house in order. Under this amendment,
Congress would have until the year 2002
to balance the budget. That's T years.

Over the course of 7 years, spending
can be reduced gradually. The budget
does not have to be balanced overnight.
Seven years is a long enough lead time
to do the job, and do it fairly.

The President will be required to
offer his budget that is balanced based
on good faith, but Congress will be
forced to stick within its budget.

Balancing the budget is going to take
some hard decisions, some politically
distasteful choices. But the reward will
be a balanced budget and a more pros-
perous America. It's time to stop im-
poverishing the next generation of
Americans. Pass the balanced budget
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amendment and put some discipline in
the budget process.

I feel very strongly—very strongly—
if we do nothing else in this 104th Con-
gress and we pass this balanced budget
amendment, I think we have sent a
strong message to the American peo-
ple: We hear you. We care.

But they also hear another message;
that they, too, in their neighborhoods
also have some responsibility of par-
ticipation to make sure it works and to
help us. That is the message back to
the voters: Help us. Help us set those
priorities on maintaining this Govern-
ment and also this great, great free so-
ciety in which we live.

Thank you, Mr. President, I yield the

floor.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I want to
reemphasize that this is one of the
most important debates that has ever
taken place in the U.S. Senate. The
subject matter indeed goes to the very
heart of the hope of the Framers of the
Constitution for the constitutional sys-
tem—a system that would protect indi-
vidual freedom and restrain the size
and power of the Federal Government.
In the latter half of this century, how-
ever, the intention of the Framers has
been betrayed by Congress’ inability to
control its own spending habits. I want
to explain how passage of the balanced
budget amendment will further the in-
tent of the Framers of the Constitu-
tion. I also want to demonstrate that
Federal balanced budgets—up to very
recently in our history—was a cus-
tomary norm. We must return to that
norm if we ever hope to assure the eco-
nomic well-being and vibrancy of these
United States.

THE BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT AND THE
CONSTITUTION

Mr. President, let me first say what
the modern day crisis is: Our Nation is
faced with a worsening problem of ris-
ing national debt and deficits and the
increased Government us of capital
that would otherwise be available to
the private sector to create jobs to in-
vest in our future. Increased amounts
of capital are being wasted on merely
financing the debt through spiraling
interest costs. This problem presents
risks to our long-term economic
growth and endangers the well-being of
our elderly, our working people, and es-
pecially our children and grand-
children. The debt burden is a mort-
gage on their future.

Mr. President, the time has come for
a solution strong enough that it cannot
be evaded for short-term gain. We need
a constitutional requirement to bal-
ance our budget, Mr. President, House
Joint Resolution 1, the consensus bal-
anced budget amendment is that solu-
tion. It is reasonable, enforceable, and
necessary to force us to get our fiscal
house in order. But it not only furthers
the economic welfare of our Republic;
it fosters the Constitution's purpose of
protecting liberty through the frame-
work of limited Government.
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James Madison, in explaining the
theory undergirding the Government
he helped create, had this to say about
governments and human nature:

Government [is] the greatest of all reflec-
tions on human nature. If men were angles,
no government would be necessary. If angels
were to govern men, neither external or in-
ternal controls on government would be nec-
essary. In framing a government that is to
be administered by men over men, the great
difficulty lies In this: You must first enable
the government to control the governed; and
in the next place oblige it to control itself. A
dependence on the people is no doubt the pri-
mary control on government; but experience
has taught mankind the necessity of auxil-
lary precautions. [Federalist No. 51.]

Mr. President, we are here to debate
such an auxiliary precaution, House
Joint Resolution 1, proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to require a balanced
budget, because our recent history has
shown us that Congress is not under
control.

The balanced budget amendment
helps restore two important elements
in the constitutional structure: Lim-
ited government and an accountable
deliberative legislative assembly, both
of which are vital to a free and vibrant
constitutional democracy.

A deliberative assembly, the essence
of whose authority is, in Alexander
Hamilton's words, “‘to enact laws, or in
other words to prescribe rules for the
regulation of society’’ for the common
good, was considered by the Framers of
the Constitution the most important
branch of Government because it re-
flected the will of the people. Yet, as
the maker of laws, it was also consid-
ered the most powerful and the one
that needed to be guarded against the
most.

Recognizing that ‘‘[in] republican
Government the legislative authority,
necessarily, predominates’ and to pre-
vent ‘‘elective despotism,” James
Madison, the Father of the Constitu-
tion, recommended that the Philadel-
phia Convention adopt devices in the
Constitution that would safeguard lib-
erty. These include: Bicameralism, sep-
aration of powers, and checks and bal-
ances, a qualified executive veto, limit-
ing congressional authority through
enumerating its powers, and, of course,
the election of legislators to assure ac-
countability to the people.

However, in the late 20th century,
these constitutional processes, what
Madison termed ‘‘auxiliary  pre-
cautions,” have failed to limit the vo-
racious appetite of Congress to legis-
late into every area of private concern,
to invade the traditional bailiwick of

' the States, and, consequently, to spend

and spend to fund these measures until
the Federal Government has become
functionally insolvent and the econ-
omy placed in jeopardy.

Congress has been mutated from a
legislative assembly deliberating the
common interest into the playground
of the special interest.
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The balanced budget amendment, Mr.
President, will go a long way toward
ameliorating this problem. It will cre-
ate an additional constitutional proc-
ess—an auxiliary precaution—that will
bring back legislative accountability
to the constitutional system. The bal-
anced budget amendment process ac-
complishes this by making Federal def-
icit spending significantly more dif-
ficult. Significantly, it advances lib-
erty by making it more difficult for the
Government to fund overzealous legis-
lation and regulation that invades the
private lives of citizens.

THE HISTORICAL NORM OF FEDERAL BALANCED
BUDGETS

Mr. President, I would like to read
two quotations:

First, ‘“The public debt is the great-
est of dangers to be feared by a repub-
lican Government.”

Second, ‘‘Once the budget is balanced
and the debts paid off, our population
will be relieved from a considerable
portion of its present burdens and will
find * * * additional means for the dis-
play of individual enterprise.”

These quotations are not recent
statements by current proponents of
the proposed amendment. The first
statement was made by Thomas Jeffer-
son and the second by Andrew Jackson.

These two quotations illustrate an
important truth: No concept is more a
part of traditional American fiscal pol-
icy than that of the balanced budget.
In fact, Jefferson himself wished the
Constitution had included a prohibi-
tion on Government borrowing—an
early version of a balanced budget
amendment, if you will—because he
thought that one generation should not
be able to obligate the next generation.

Throughout most of the Nation's his-
tory, the requirement of budget bal-
ancing under normal economic cir-
cumstances was considered part of an
unwritten customary national policy.

Influenced by individuals such as
Adam Smith, David Hume, and David
Ricardo, the drafters of the Constitu-
tion and their immediate successors at
the helm of the new Government
strongly feared the effects of public
debt. The taxing and borrowing provi-
sions of the new Constitution reflected
a need of the new Republic to establish
credit and governmental notes and ne-
gotiable instruments that would spur
commerce.

Yet, the Founders and early Amer-
ican Presidents were in virtual unani-
mous agreement on the dangers of ex-
cessive public debt. Consequently, for
approximately 150 years of our his-
tory—from 1789 to 1932—balanced budg-

‘ets or surplus budgets were the norm.

While budget procedures had little of
their present organization, the concept
of a balanced budget was accepted
widely as the hallmark of fiscal respon-
sibility. Those deficits that did occur—
during wartime or during the most se-
vere recessions—normally were offset
by subsequent surpluses.
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Between 1932 and 1960, the rigid rule
of annual balanced budgets gave way to
a fiscal policy in which balanced budg-
ets remained an overall objective, but
in which deficit spending was also
viewed as a tool occasionally useful to
affect appropriate economic results.
Nonemergency deficit spending was le-
gitimized in 1936 with the publication
of John Maynard Keynes' ‘'General
Theory.' Great weight was placed upon
the ability of the Federal Government
to manage the economy through fiscal
policy; that is, through spending and
taxation.

However, a real turning point in the
history of U.S. fiscal policies occurred
during the 1960's. Even the Keynesian
objective of balancing surplus years
with deficit years succumbed to the
idea of regular, annual uncompensated-
for deficits. In other words, our defi-
cits, which were historically cyeclical,
reflecting boom and bust, war and
peace, became structural and perma-
nent.

During the 1960's, we were paying for
the Vietnam war at the same time as
the war on poverty. The Great Society
had noble goals and great intentions.
But, the Great Society, on top of the
war, was financed through debt and
helped to develop our proclivity for
deficit financing our national aspira-
tions.

During the past three decades, the
Federal Government has run deficits in
all but a single year. The deficits have
come during good times, and they have
come during bad times. They have
come from Presidents who have
pledged themselves to balanced budg-
ets, and they have come from Presi-
dents whose fiscal priorities were else-
where. They have come from Presi-
dents of both parties.

Even more alarmingly, the mag-
nitude of these deficits has increased
enormously. During the 1960's, deficits
averaged $6 billion per year. In the
1970’s, deficits averaged $36 billion per
yvear. In the 1980's, deficits averaged
$156 billion per year. And, in the 1990's
so far, deficits have averaged $259 bil-
lion per year.

The total national debt now stands
at over $4.8 trillion. While it took us
over 200 years to acquire our first tril-
lion dollars of debt, we have recently
been adding another trillion dollars to
our debt about every 5 years and will
continue to do so under current projec-
tions at a slightly faster rate as we ap-
proach the end of the decade.

Deficits and the national debt have
grown, in large measure, because Gov-
ernment spending has grown. As total
Government spending has increased, so
has Government's relative share of the
economy. In 1929, Federal expenditures
of $3 billion represented just 3 percent
of GNP. By 1950, the Federal share had
risen to 16 percent of GDP or about $43
billion. For fiscal year 1993, Federal
Government spending of over $1.4 tril-
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lion commanded nearly 23 percent of
GDP.

To illustrate this growth in another
way, the first $100 billion budget in the
history of the Nation occurred as re-
cently as fiscal year 1962, more than 179
years after the founding of the Repub-
lic. The first $200 billion budget, how-
ever, followed only 9 years later in fis-
cal year 1971. The first $300 billion
budget occurred 4 years later in fiscal
year 1975; the first $400 billion budget 2
years later in fiscal year 1977; the first
$500 billion budget in fiscal year 1979;
the first 3600 billion budget in fiscal
year 1981; the first $700 billion budget
in fiscal year 1982; the first $800 billion
budget in fiscal year 1983; the first $900
billion budget in fiscal year 1985; and
the first $1 trillion budget in fiscal
year 1987. The budget for fiscal year
1995 was over $1.5 trillion.

Under current projections, Govern-
ment spending will continue to rise,
using capital that would be put to bet-
ter use by the private sector to create
jobs. To starve the primary engines of
economic growth of needed capital is
to risk our long-term economic secu-
rity.

Mr. President, it is absolutely clear
that to restore the constitutional con-
cept of limited Government and its
protection of liberty—as well as to re-
store fiscal and economic sanity—we
must pass this balanced budget amend-
ment.

Mr. REID addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we have
been focused in the last 6 months on
the 0.J. Simpson trial, and one of the
first mistakes made in that case by one
of the defense lawyers was when the de-
fense lawyer allowed O.J. Simpson to
give a long statement to law enforce-
ment. It led to that attorney being
fired by 0.J. Simpson because O.J.
Simpson, could have given testimony
incriminating himself.

Those of us who have practiced
criminal law recognize that people
have a constitutional right to not in-
criminate themselves. The fifth amend-
ment provides for this right. I am sure
we have all seen movies where people
stand and say, “I refuse to testify for
fear that I will incriminate myself."”

The reason I mention that today, Mr.
President, is the majority of people
pushing the balanced budget amend-
ment are unwilling to tell the Amer-
ican public what they have a right to
know: How the budget will be balanced.
They, in effect, are taking the fifth
amendment because they do not want
to incriminate themselves. They do not
want to tell Social Security recipients,
and others, that they are going to use
the Social Security trust funds to bal-
ance the budget.

1 believe that this right-to-know
amendment that will be offered by the
minority leader tomorrow is an impor-
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tant amendment. It is an important
amendment because I believe that we
have an obligation to tell the truth to
whomever asks us for the details. And
that is the question that is being asked
in the form of the Democratic leader’'s
amendment: How are you going to ar-
rive at the numbers in 2002 to balance
the budget?

I think it is important that we recog-
nize that the American people care
about this. Eighty percent of the
American public believes that there
should be a balanced budget amend-
ment. I believe that. But you ask that
same number of people whether you
should balance the budget using Social
Security trust funds, and over 85 per-
cent of the people say it should not be
done that way.

So, in effect, the numbers do not sup-
port a balanced budget amendment if
you are going to use Social Security.

The reason I have been such an advo-
cate of the right to know is because I
am the one who last year offered an
amendment to protect Social Security.
I am going to offer that same amend-
ment. I am going to be joined by a sig-
nificant number of my colleagues to
exclude Social Security from the bal-
anced budget amendment. That in fact
should be done.

I believe it is important the Amer-
ican public know how we are going to
balance the budget. Why? My friend,
the majority leader in the other body,
Representative ARMEY from Texas, has
stated that we cannot have the right-
to-know amendment passed, for if we
did, the knees of all Members of Con-
gress—in both the House and the Sen-
ate—would buckle and they would not
vote for the amendment. Why? Because
the American public then would know,
in his words, too much. So I believe the
American public has a right to know.

Maybe what we should do is change
the name of this balanced budget
amendment to the trust me amend-
ment. Just trust me. Everything will
be just fine. Do not worry about it. We
do not need to tell you how we are
going to do it. Just trust me. We will
call it the trust me amendment.

I believe, Mr. President, that the
Democratic leader's demand for great-
er details is the right way to go. It is
insulting to the American public, the
people of the State of Nevada, to sug-
gest that we cannot tell the American
people how we will balance the budget
because, if they knew, they would not
support the passage of this amend-
ment. So let us call this the trust me
amendment rather than the balanced
budget amendment. The American peo-
ple, you see, Mr. President, should not
be treated like sick children: Take the
medicine; it will taste fine; it will
make you feel better. Trust me.

No, I do not think we can treat the
American people like sick children:
Just open up and swallow the medicine;
it is good for you. They have a right to
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know and we have an obligation to tell
them. We cannot, I repeat, take the
fifth amendment and say we do not
have to tell you for fear you will hold
it against us.

Amending the Constitution is serious
business that carries with it far-reach-
ing ramifications. Like a patient about
to undergo serious surgery, the Amer-
ican people ought to be told of all the
options and all the possible ramifica-
tions.

Mr. President, when I first started
practicing law many years ago, a doc-
tor did not have a profound obligation
in law to tell the patient what might
happen to them when they undertook a
procedure. They really did not have to
sit down the night before the operation
and indicate to them: You are going to
be just fine, but you should know that
in 10 percent of these surgeries this
dire result takes place.

No, that was not the rule. But it is
now. The case law has made it so that
physicians now have an obligation to
tell a patient what are the ramifica-
tions from the procedure they are
about to undertake. The patient has a
right to know. The American public,
being the patient in this instance, has
a right to know what is going to hap-
pen, and that is why we are asking that
there be a glidepath as to how the bal-
anced budget is going to be reached.

All we are asking—it does not seem
too much—is an honest, up-front ac-
counting of how we will be able to bal-
ance that budget.

Let us assume that today or tomor-
row we passed an amendment to the
Constitution that outlawed all violent
crimes. It sounds good: We are going to
outlaw all violent crimes. But unless
we set out a detailed plan as to how
this amendment would be enforced and
the crimes to necessarily be included,
it would not be worth the paper on
which it is written.

That is what the balanced budget
amendment or the trust-me amend-
ment is all about. We are going to do
the right thing, and balancing the
budget sounds like the right thing to
do.

It kind of reminds me of about 15
years ago at Caesar’s Palace in Las
Vegas. They were going to have an
event. The event was that Evel Knievel
was going to jump across the fountains
at Caesar’s Palace. None of us thought
he could do it. He said, “Trust me; I
can do it.”" I can drive my motorcycle
and make this giant leap of faith and I
will be just fine.

Thousands of people went to Caesar’'s
Palace that day to watch this man per-
form this act that no one thought he
could do. Millions of people watched it
on television. And sure enough, he
could not do it. He revved up that mo-
torcycle in his red, white, and blue
jumpsuit and off he went. The motor-
cycle turned in the air, and he was
splattered all over the pavement at
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Caesar's Palace. He still has wounds
and he still limps as a result of that
event.

Well, that is just like this trust me
amendment. There can be no way, in
this Senator’s opinion, that you can
balance the budget by 2002 unless you
take Social Security trust fund mon-
eys. Logic tells me that is the case.
And as I said yesterday on this floor,
Willie Sutton, the famous bank robber,
after he got out of prison was inter-
viewed. He was asked: Why do you rob
banks? Willie Sutton said, ‘‘Because
that's where the money is.”

Well, with the Social Security trust
fund, that is where the money is. We
are going to have surpluses of billions
and billions of dollars by the year 2002
or 2003. It will be about $800 billion. It
will go up higher than that, into the
trillions, before the downside starts.

I see seated in the Chamber today my
friend from Wyoming, the senior Sen-
ator from Wyoming. He and I serve to-
gether on the entitlement commission.
Social Security has problems if we do
not bother it, but if we take those So-
cial Security trust fund moneys and
use them to retire the debt, we have
big problems real quick.

Also, one of the first things I learned
in law school is that if you are going to
have a contract, you should put it in
writing. We have heard a lot on this
Senate floor, and especially in the
other body, about a Contract With
America. We all realize that the real
contract with America was negotiated
in 1935 when Social Security was
passed. That is the real contract with
America. And I believe that the trust-
me amendment should be an amend-
ment that is a real, true, balanced
budget amendment and Social Security
should be excluded from it. And to do
that we have to put it in writing. We
can no longer say to the Social Secu-
rity recipients—and that is not only
old people in this country. It is my
children and my grandchildren. I want
them to be able to have the ability to
receive Social Security. So we want
this Social Security exclusion to be put
in writing, not some kind of a resolu-
tion that does not mean anything.

I have heard that there is going to be
a resolution offered that will get over-
whelming support in this body. The
resolution will say, **We will not touch
Social Security, cross my heart.” But
the American public should understand
that resolution does not mean any-
thing legally. I say we must put it in
writing in the amendment itself in
order to have a real binding, meaning-
ful balanced budget amendment.

So those who may offer a resolution
declaring Social Security not applica-
ble under the balanced budget amend-
ment should understand that it will
pass overwhelmingly but it means
nothing. I respectfully suggest that we
need to make sure and understand that
such a resolution is only a figleaf to
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make people’s consciences seem a little
bit better. Unless it is in the balanced
budget amendment—that is, the exclu-
sion for Social Security—Social Secu-
rity will be the tool used because it is
“where the money is,”” as Willie Sutton
said.

On this floor yesterday—I had a dia-
log with my friend from Utah, the sen-
ior Senator from Utah, who has for a
considerable period of time managed
this bill. Referring to the RECORD of
yvesterday, I read a statement from my
good friend the senior Senator from
Utah, where he said:

Now, that is where we are headed. Make no
bones about it. The only way to protect the
Social Security trust fund and the Treasury
bonds it buys, is to pass this amendment and
balance the budget.

Now, Senator REID says we must exempt
Social Security because what Is—[it says
“what' but it means ‘“‘that*}—that is where
the money is. That just is not true. That is
where the Treasury bonds are. There is no
money there. There are only I0U’s which
will be valueless if we do not get spending
under control.

How do we protect Social Security? We
who support this amendment know how.
Through good economics, and through a bal-
anced budget amendment. It is the best pro-
tection we could give them, The Social Secu-
rity trust fund i{s not where the money is.
There is no money there. There are only
I0U’s there.

He goes on to say:

We have already used the money to pay for
other bills of the Federal Government and
other spending i{tems.

That is my whole case. That is my
whole case. We do not want to do that
anymore. This year there will be an ex-
cess, a surplus of $70 billion and they
will continue to grow. We want to
maintain those moneys. We do not
want to do what my friend from Utah
recognizes has been done.

So I am for the right-to-know amend-
ment. I believe that amendment sug-
gests we should have an exclusion for
Social Security. If we do not, we are
going to have a cruel hoax perpetrated
on the people of this country.

My friend from Utah further is
quoted in today's Washington Post as
saying, ““The right to know is a joke by
those who don’t want to vote for the
amendment anyway." Mr. President, I
support the balanced budget amend-
ment and have for many years. But I
also support the American public's
right to know how we will get the
budget in balance. I suggest the only
joke we are hearing around here is
voices saying, ‘‘trust us.” The sad fact,
however, is that this joke is at the ex-
pense of the American people.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I ask
the Chair notify me when I have
consumed 14 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will so notify the Senator.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, this is
probably one of the most important is-
sues we are going to be asked to debate
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in this Congress, or maybe several Con-
gresses. 1 suggest if the Senate today
was debating whether Members of the
Senate should be allowed to have lunch
with a lobbyist, the press gallery would
probably be overflowing. They would be
listening to every word we say on
whether we should have lunch with lob-
byists when we come to Washington.
But here we are, talking about amend-
ing the Constitution of the United
States, a decision that can affect every
single individual American today—the
press gallery looks like a hurricane has
just blown through it.

This is an incredibly important deci-
sion we are embarking on, taking on in
a relatively short period of time—to
amend the Constitution of the United
States. The balanced budget amend-
ment, it is like apple pie and mother-
hood and the San Francisco Forty-
Niners, everybody loves it in concept.
But the devil is really in the details of
what we are talking about, and I sug-
gest the details are well hidden. Details
about what this means are still in the
dark and I suggest that is not the way
the U.S. Senate and Congress of the
United States should legislate. I think
we have an obligation to be honest and
frank with the American people, and
tell them what we are getting ready to
do to them and to the respective 50
States of the United States.

I will start off by saying I support
the balanced budget amendment. I
have supported it in the past. I have
voted for it in the past. I think it is in-
credibly important that the Federal
Government do what most of the
States do, although they differ and do
it in a very different fashion with the
type of budgets they have to keep in
balance. They have a capital budget
and an operating budget. If the Federal
Government had a capital budget and
an operating budget, it would be a lot
easier for us to balance the budget. We
do not have that luxury like most of
the States have. We have only one
budget and everything is put in. So an
effort to balance the budget by the
year 2002 is a noble idea, one I support,
but one that is not going to be very
easy.

My point is everybody is for this in
concept but nobody knows the details.
S0 many, in fact, are concerned about
what the details really mean and how
we are really going to go about doing it
that the Republican leader in the
House of Representatives, when they
asked him what about spelling out the
details of how you are going to do this
so the people can see it, suggested .that
we really cannot talk about the details
because if we do it nobody will vote for
it.

Is that not a heck of a statement to
make in the Congress of the United
States? That the details are so dif-
ficult, and what we are asking the
American people to face having happen
to them is so difficult to face we can-
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not. tell them about it because, guess
what, if we tell them about it we may
not be able to do it.

What kind of principles does that
stand for? What does that say? We have
to pass this in the dark because if we
open it up nobody will vote for it? Are
we telling the 50 State legislatures if
we tell you exactly what this means
you will never pass it so we are not
going to tell you what it means, we are
just going to give you a title and the
title says we are going to balance the
Federal budget by the year 2002?

If it is good enough to do it is good
enough to do in the daylight. Why do
we have to do it in the dark? What is
wrong with telling them what a bal-
anced budget by the year 2002 really
means?

We have to understand in Washing-
ton that this balanced budget amend-
ment is not something we are doing
here by ourselves. We cannot balance
the budget in Washington, amend the
Constitution in Washington with a bal-
anced budget amendment, without a
partnership arrangement with the
States. They have to ratify the amend-
ment that we send to them; 38 States
have to analyze it, take a look at it,
and say: Our legislators say this is
good policy; we will vote to put a bal-
anced budget amendment in the U.S.
Constitution.

So they have to be involved. It is a
partnership between the Federal Gov-
ernment and the various States in
amending the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States. Therefore I suggest the
States need to know exactly what this
is going to mean— not in Washington,
but what it means in the various State
capitals around the United States. And
I suggest it is not enough for us to say,
“trust us,” here in Washington—a very
novel idea at best. Trust us to do what
is right. Trust us to pass this in a way
that you are going to be very happy
with, trust us to do the right thing
that is not going to abnormally affect
your States and your citizens. Trust us
to make it in a way that you will like.
But do not, do not ask us to tell you
what it is all about, because you know
if we tell you what it really involves
you may not vote for it and, boy, would
that not be terrible? So please trust us.

President Ronald Reagan used to
have a great line when he was talking
about the Soviet Empire and all the
meetings they had. All the meetings
were going fairly well and Reagan
would get up in the press conference
and say, ‘‘trust but verify.”

It was a great line. It made sense. We
wanted to make sure that, yes, we
trusted the Soviets to do what was
right because that is what they told us,
but he also said yes, but let us verify.
Let us make sure the trust is more
than a promise to do it right, that we
actually see in writing what they are
going to do. Trust but verify.

The right-to-know amendment that
we are suggesting to be added to this
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balanced budget amendment is really
that: Trust but verify. Tell the States
what it is going to mean when that bal-
anced budget amendment hits the cap-
ital steps in the various State capitals.
What does it mean?

I spoke to the National Governors’
Conference the other day and I asked
the Governors, I said, Governors: What
are you going to say to the President
of your senate or the speaker of your
house when this amendment hits the
steps of your capital and you submit it
for them to ratify and those gentlemen
or ladies come up and say: Governor,
what does it mean for us to vote yes to
ratify this amendment? What does it
mean to my State of Louisiana? Does
it mean we are going to have programs
cut and if so which ones are we going
to have to cut or eliminate or change?
Governor, does it mean we are going to
have to increase taxes on the State
level if the Federal Government quits
giving us these moneys for these pro-
grams?

Under the current suggestion of our
Republican colleagues, do you know
what the answers would be of the Gov-
ernor? ‘I don't know. They didn’t tell
me. They just said we are going to bal-
ance the budget. I don’t know how we
are going to do that. They never told
me that. I'm sure they are going to do
it right. Trust them.”

I suggest any State legislature that
is comfortable with the concept of
trusting Washington to do something
that makes them feel good and solves
their problems without giving them an
unnecessary burden has not been in
State office very long. Trust but verify.

I looked at the Department of the
Treasury. These are folks who crunch
numbers, that wear the green eye-
shades, and they really work on num-
bers all the time. They are not politi-
cal appointees. These are economists
who have probably been through sev-
eral administrations.

Gov. Howard Dean of Vermont, the
past president of the National Gov-
ernors Association, has done a tremen-
dous job in this area. He was con-
cerned, just as I am, and he wrote the
Treasury Department. He said, “Can
you tell me, making various assump-
tions, what a balanced budget amend-
ment would mean to the various
States?'’ That is a partnership idea.
Remember? It is not just us doing it.
The States want to know how it is af-
fecting them. Governor Dean wrote to
the Treasury Department and said,
“Give me a projection as to what it
means to the various 50 States if the
Congress passes a balanced budget
amendment which requires a balanced
budget by the year 2002."

He got an answer from the Treasury
Department. He mentioned all 50
States. I am particularly interested in
one State, the State of Louisiana, that
I represent. They said this—this is
really important information—about
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the impact of the balanced budget
amendment and the Contract With
America on the State of Louisiana.
They said that for all calculations if a
balanced budget is achieved by the
year 2002 through across-the-board
spending cuts that exclude defense and
Social Security—that is probably a
fairly reasonable assumption. Our col-
leagues on this side are talking about
increasing defense spending. I think in
some areas we need to increase. I would
agree with them in some areas. We just
had our colleague from Nevada saying
do not cut Social Security. Does any-
body believe that this Congress or the
next Congress or any Congress is going
to slash Social Security in order to bal-
ance the budget? I doubt it. So I think
this assumption is fairly significant,
and probably pretty reasonable.

Here is what it said about my State.
A balanced budget amendment would
reduce annual Federal grants in Louisi-
ana State government by $2 billion.
There is $1.5 billion per year in lost
funding for Medicaid. My State has a
$750 million shortfall in Medicaid this
yvear without the balanced budget re-
quirement being in effect. It would
mean $94 million per year in lost high-
way trust funds. What is going to hap-
pen to the roads of Louisiana? Are they
going to crumble and fill up with
water? There will be $48 million per
year in lost funding for welfare pro-
grams, AFDC for our children; $324 mil-
lion per year in lost funding for edu-
cation, for job training, and the envi-
ronment, housing, and other areas.
Talk about the devil is in the details.
This is really devil in the details.

Then it said Louisiana would have to
increase State taxes by 27.8 percent
across the board to make up for the
loss in grants. A 27-percent tax hike? I
think not. Louisiana is not going to
raise taxes 27 percent. They are not
going to raise them 2 percent. The con-
ditions in the State do not allow it. It
is not good fiscal policy.

Some of my particular colleagues
said that is just the Treasury Depart-
ment's assumptions, and that is not
correct, and you cannot depend on
that. Fine. Tell them what they can de-
pend on. If it is not these assumptions
that are going to go into play, let us
know what these assumptions are. Tell
us by showing the States what we are
going to have to do to get to that point
in the year 2002 when the budget is in
balance so that when that State legis-
lature, when the President of the Sen-
ate, the Speaker of the House, goes to
the other legislators and asks them,
“‘Bob, Susan, Bill, I need your vote on
this,"” they will say, ‘“Well, you know,
if it is going to mean we have to raise
taxes 27 percent, I do not think that is
a great idea. I am not going to vote for
that,”” because they will have the right
to say the Federal Government is get-
ting ready to stick it to the States,
getting ready to stick it to them in the
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dark because we are not telling them
what it is all about.

I would suggest very simply, if these
numbers that the Treasury Depart-
ment have presented here are not accu-
rate, then, fine. But we in the Congress
have an obligation to give them accu-
rate figures as to how we are going to
reach that goal of a balanced budget in
the year 2002.

Here is the resolution that the Gov-
ernors have adopted, the Democratic
Governors. Everybody was all for it.
They thought they were going to make
us do something that was uncomfort-
able. Now they are figuring out how it
directly affects them. They are saying,
“Wait a minute.” The Democratic Gov-
ernors said:

We support a federally balanced budget
amendment. The Democratic Governors be-
lieve the citizens of this country also deserve
the right to know the implications of a fed-
erally balanced budget amendment. Congress
must detalil its plans to balance the budget
before sending the resclution to the States
for ratification.

I think that is at least the minimum
that we can do here at the Federal
level as we debate this particular reso-
lution. I suggest that it is important
for us to let the States know what we
are talking about doing to them.

Final point: Some of my colleagues
on this side have said, *“Well, we can-
not do that. We do not know what it is
going to be like 7 years from now.” I
mean we do not know the economic
conditions. We cannot project out 7
years. Last year and the year before
last we passed the budget reconcili-
ation bill. We did exactly what we are
talking about doing today for 5 years.
Would my colleague, since they cannot
go T years, at least tell the States what
they can expect for 5 years? We do that
all the time. Every bill we bring up has
a 5-year glidepath. How much are we
going to lose in taxes? How much are
we going to raise? What kind of pro-
grams are going to have to be cut to
meet certain goals?

Let me ask my colleagues who say
we cannot do it for 7, would you go 57
Would you consider we do a budget res-
olution for 5 years and spell it out for
5 years as part of this balanced budget
amendment? At least the State of Lou-
isiana would' know what it is going to
be like for 5 years. I will go 5 years if
we cannot go 7. Do not tell them we
cannot go 5 because we do that all the
time. When we passed the budget rec-
onciliation years ago, we cut the defi-
cit by one-half trillion dollars. Not one
Republican colleague stepped up to the
plate to support that because it was
tough.

I would simply suggest that it is not
that we cannot do it, but rather that
we will not do it. It is easy to pass a
balanced budget amendment in general
terms, but this Congress, I would sug-
gest, does not have the courage or the
wherewithal or the strength to tell the
States what it really means to them.

February 2, 1995

How is it going to affect them? A budg-
et resolution accompanying this bal-
anced budget amendment would let the
States know what we are really getting
ready to do to them. Shifting the bur-
den of taxation is really easy. It is real
easy. I will tell you. If I was a State, I
would want this Congress and any Con-
gress to accompany that balanced
budget amendment with a budget reso-
lution that spells out exactly what it is
going to mean. Without that, we do not
have a partnership. Without that, they
do not have the information to make
the right decision. I want to give it to
them. I think that they ought to look
at it and decide whether that is what
they want to ratify. But do not ask
them to do it in the dark.

I yield the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWN). The Senator from Wyoming is
recognized.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I want
to speak on behalf of Senate Joint Res-
olution 1, the resolution to provide for
the ratification of the balanced budget
amendment.

I want to commend Senator HATCH
for his extraordinary work and pa-
tience in regard to this measure. And
also Senator SIMON, Senator HEFLIN,
Senator THURMOND, and back through
the years, Senator DECONCINI. So many
of us have worked for so long on this
measure. There are really no other
questions to ask about this measure.
We have asked them all. We have heard
every hypothetical, every argument,
every horror story. Everything that
could possibly be laid out would fill the
Chamber to the seals on the ceiling.

Recently, the President, working
with the then Democratic majority in
both Chambers of Congress, passed the
latest in a series of deficit reduction
plans. We have heard reference to that.
We did the Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act of 1993, or OBRA, and it was
supposed to shave $500 billion off of the
Federal deficit over the next 5 years.
This, of course, was 3500 billion in *‘def-
icit reduction,” as defined in the ex-
ceedingly perverse language employed
only here in Washington. Mind you,
this meant not that deficits would be
$500 billion lower, or that the total
debt would be “‘reduced’; it meant that
rising deficits would cumulatively
amount to $500 billion less than some
esoteric, abstract figure which only
Washington policymakers seem to un-
derstand, and it is quaintly called ‘“‘the
baseline.”

The ‘‘baseline,” of course, is
everchanging. Lord only knows how
the baseline is properly figured, but its
chief function seems to be as a device
of consolation for the poor, beleaguered
American taxpayer. Debt continues to
compound and annual deficits are pro-
jected still to skyrocket. But, take
heart, ye of the faithful, unwashed tax-
payers, there was an even worse sce-
nario out there for you called ‘“‘the
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baseline.” Thank heavens we have all
done better than that, and the public is
then assured that all is well.

Mr. President, all is not well, and all
will not be well until this situation is
brought under control with finality.
The 1993 budget was only the latest in
a long series of similarly hyped budget
procedures. Both parties and all Presi-
dents have been so good at it. 1990 was
the last one before that, and I voted for
that one. We have been passing deficit
reduction acts around here for as long
as I can recall, and the numbers are al-
ways off. They never match; they are
never right. Five years later, there was
always some dramatic thing that
skewed the numbers.

Time and again, they have failed to
resolve this situation once and for all.
Why is that? One reason and one reason
only: Each one of them has failed to
deal with the fundamental problem of
the entitlement spending explosion.
The 1993 Budget Act most certainly
failed to do that. President Clinton
proposed only modest reforms in Medi-
care, and he had to face down a revolt
from his own liberal wing and remove
even those slight changes in order to
pass his Budget Act and leave that
spending to grow on, unabated, unre-
stricted. All the while, Congress was
debating a huge new entitlement in the
form of the Health Security Act.

What is the latest verdict on the 1993
Budget Act? Where are we heading now
that we have passed this landmark leg-
islation? The CBO has just reexamined
the entire Federal budget outlook, and
here is what they find: In fiscal year
1994, the annual deficit amounted to
$202 billion. In fiscal year 1995, they
project that figure will shrink to $176
billion, and there is joy in the streets
with regard to that figure—at least
more joy on the other side of the aisle
than here, because that does not mean
we now will owe less money as a Na-
tion; it is $176 billion more in debt that
future taxpayers will have to pay off,
but it would represent slightly less
than we added in fiscal year 1994.

Where do we go from here? In fiscal
year 1996, the CBO tells us the annual
deficit will again be back up to $207 bil-
lion—more than either of the 1995 or
1994 figures—and it keeps going up
after that. We all know it and we talk
about the figures on the floor. It will
2o up to $253 billion in fiscal year 1999,
and we all know it.

Not only do hundreds of billions in
debts stand to be added to posterity's
burden every year, but we stand to add
to that debt still more quickly—not at
some distant, far-flung date, but next
year, 1996, according to CBO, is when
annual deficits begin to skyrocket
again.

Mr. President, the 1993 Budget Act
affected no fiscal years earlier than
1994. This is progress? Skyrocketing
annual deficits are still projected for as
far as the eye can see beginning next

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

year. I can personally tell you that the
long-term picture is much, much worse
than that.

I had the *‘honor’’—and I put that in
quotation marks—to participate in the
collective suicide mission that was
known as the President’s Bipartisan
Entitlement Commission, or the
Kerrey-Danforth commission, named
after its tireless chairman and vice
chairman. If you want to know what
will happen to this country in the next
century, in the next 25 years, the next
50 years, get a copy of our report.
There were more than several Senators
on the bipartisan commission, a won-
derful group of people, Democrats and
Republicans alike. Get a copy of the re-
port that was released last Friday. It
lays it all out in wvivid, full-color
graphs. The Senators involved on the
entitlements commission were Sen-
ators KERREY, DANFORTH, MOYNIHAN,
SASSER, MOSELEY-BRAUN, REID, BUMP-
ERS, DOMENICI, GREGG, COCHRAN, WAL-
LoP, and myself. We all were involved.
See our work product. See that 30 of
the 32 of us agreed that in the year
2012, even with no new spending initia-
tives and with no increase in taxes,
there will be only sufficient funds to
pay for Social Security, Medicare,
Medicaid, Federal retirement, the
other entitlement programs, and inter-
est on the national debt; and there will
be nothing—nothing—for defense,
transportation, education, WIC, WIN,
Head Start, NEA, NEH, or any other
discretionary program of the Federal
Government. Zap. Nothing. We all
know that, too. At least 30 of 32 of us
who sat for nearly a year know that. I
would think our colleagues would want
to listen to what we presented.

But I favor the balanced budget
amendment because I just simply think
it is ‘‘shock therapy.” There is no
other purpose for it. It is to force us to
confront the real components of the
Government’'s spending problem. The
opponents of the balanced budget
amendment say it is not needed, that
all is needed is for Congress to ‘‘screw
up'’ its collective courage to pass legis-
lation curbing rising deficits. That is
an appropriate, I think, two-word de-
scription of what we have been doing
with regard to the budget for years.

I know all too well what happens
when you try to do that. You get ex-
actly the sort of hysterical propaganda
that is currently being hauled out in
bales by the metric ton in opposition
to the balanced budget amendment.

Phrases ring through the Chamber:
““Tell us how you are going to take
food away from starving seniors and
hungry children,”’ they say. Spell it
out to us. When you try to explain that
you are only talking about more mod-
est increases in Government spending,
you are lost and they are lost. And
then they unleash on you.

We have not proposed a ‘‘cut’ of any-
thing in Social Security. We have not
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proposed a ‘‘cut' of anything in Medi-
care, or a ‘‘cut’” in Medicaid. We are
just trying to slow the growth. Appar-
ently, it is still not being heard. So if
Medicare is going up 9 percent, we say
let us let it go up only 6 percent, and it
is described to the American people as
a “‘cut.” It is a sad day for the use of
the English language and a true distor-
tion of what is being said.

A 6-percent increase is not a cut. And
it is sad to watch that continual de-
scription over the media and in this
Chamber about cuts when all you are
trying to do, and we all are trying to
do, is limit the increase in growth. Not
a cut in a carload.

In short, Federal budget policy de-
bates are eternally paralyzed around
this place because the real issues are
obscured in a haze of misleading anec-
dotes, rhetoric, and carefully crafted
statistics. Just try to come down to
the floor, as I say, and suggest that
this year we are going to let Medicare
go up only 8 or 6 percent instead of the
10 or 9 percent projected. Broadsides
will be fired all across the country say-
ing that you are planning brutal cuts
in Medicare. How could you—choke,
gasp, sob—do such things?

Why should you make such a heart-
less proposal anyway? Why not just cut
foreign aid, or raise taxes on the rich,
or get rid of the tse-tse fly study? That
is a marvelous thing, if we could just
get rid of the tse-tse fly study. It is
only 100,000 bucks. Or get rid of the
highway demonstration projects. Try
that one, at least in the House. They
used to try it. That is like pulling
teeth with no anesthetic. Or, of course,
if we get rid of the restoration of Law-
rence Welk’s house, that would do it. If
we could only end that sort of thing. Or
congressional pay raises and we should
look at that, indeed.

And we never did one of those here in
all my time here while in the dark. The
last one which was reported to the
American public by the media was that
we voted in the middle of the night for
a pay raise. I think it was about 9:45 in
the evening and everybody was here
and everybody voted ‘“‘yes” or “no.” I
do not think that is too much of a se-
cret endeavor. And anybody can go
look and see how anybody voted. We do
not do it that way.

Well, maybe get rid of the franking
privilege. That's it. That would solve
all our problems. Or just simply abol-
ish waste, fraud, and abuse. Oh, if we
all did that, there would be no problem.

Well, so long as Congress is not
forced to actually balance its books, it
will be possible to survive politically—
and there is the key, ladies and gen-
tleman—while pandering to every pub-
lic misconception there is about the
structure of the Federal budget.

I have served our party as assistant
leader for some 10 years. And I com-
mend my successor. He is doing a
splendid job. I am proud of him, my
friend, Senator TRENT LOTT.
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And, as an aside here, let me tell you
why I am going to vote for term limits,
so that you may hear. Of course, I was
not for it when I was running for my
third term, but that is another story!
But I can tell you, I will vote for that
and I will tell you why.

I cannot tell you how often—about
once a month—in my duties I would
say, ‘‘We need your vote. It is a very
critical vote for the Nation's best in-
terest. We need it.”” And they would
say, “‘I know it is a critically impor-
tant vote and we do need it, but I can-
not vote for it because if I do I will be
history. I will be gone. I will not get re-
elected.” And I would say, ‘‘So this is
your sole reason for not voting for this
amendment or this bill, is that you will
not get reelected?”’ And they would
say, “You got it."”

And so I say, nothing would be better
than the term limits legislation, be-
cause once it kicked in, one-third of
this body would be voting right. One
third of these Senators would vote
right. And then, in the duties of the
leadership, all you would have to do is
go find 18 other people out of that pool
of about 40 who always cast the tough
votes. There are a group of about 40 in
here, Democrat and Republican alike,
who often cast the tough votes, con-
sistent tough votes. Do term limits,
then you would have a third of them
doing it right. They would be unshack-
led and you then go dig up 18 more and
you have your 51 to pass an issue. It
would change this body immensely.

So I certainly look forward to the
day when the Congress actually has to
balance the books as would be required
by the Constitution of the United
States and as required in constitutions
of other States. And I said before and
say again, it would be *‘shock ther-
apy.”” And I would relish it.

Because everyone who has been mak-
ing a lifetime career of running against
foreign aid or for increased taxes on
the rich or always prattling about class
warfare and why cannot we just do
what we were hired on to do—let us
check them out in the old hypocrisy
index. The index hurt a lot of them in
the last cycle. It scored up how much
they talked about cutting and how
they actually voted, especially and
solely on spending. We all do it. I do it.
We all do it. Look at our votes. One
man’'s junk is another man's treasure;
some pet project, some massive public
works. We all do it. Every single one of
us do it.

And so, if we would do those things,
we would see those people exposed in
one fell swoop. They will then be bound
to the Constitution with hoops of steel
to balance the books, and when they
come out with a proposal to eliminate
the 1 percent of the budget that goes to
foreign aid—1 percent—that just will
not get the job done, and they will be
forced to come back and try again.

Or they will say, let us raise those
taxes on ‘“‘the rich,” and they will get
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about a half inch closer to solving the
problem that way and once more they
will have to try again.

I have a certain perverse strain in my
nature. When people at a town meeting
say, “Why don’t you just nail the rich
and we could seal this hole and make
progress?"’

I say, “No, no. Let's not increase
their taxes. Let's take everything
they've got. Why mess around? Let's
take every stock certificate, every
ranch, every yacht, every piece of prop-
erty. Let's take it all. Let's take every
debenture. Let's take all the big family
money in America, all the Wal-Marts,
all of this, all of that.”

Guess what? It would be about $800
billion and that would run the country
for 6 months—$800 billion would run
the United States for about 6 months.
That is in taking it all. That is in tak-
ing the Fortune 500, the Forbes list, the
whole works. Take it all, $§750 billion or
$800 billion, and yet the budget this
year is $1.506 trillion. Not a very good
idea then, but it sounds so good.

Certainly, just as there are today,
there will be those who will win elec-
tions by uttering such platitudes, and
in today's process, they can still go
back to the electorate the next time
around and say, **Well, we failed to bal-
ance the budget because the Congress
didn’t adopt my wisdom. We aren’t tax-
ing the rich enough, we did not cut for-
eign aid.” And there are still some to
cut out there. I saw it myself. ‘‘There
is $15 billion out there, folks,”” and
they all get glandular reactions from
that. But $15 billion will not get you
there because the budget is $1.506 tril-
lion. And who is the wiser in that proc-
ess?

But with this amendment, this cou-
rageous amendment, the American
public will become educated in a real
hurry about where and how the Gov-
ernment spends its money, and I am
greatly looking forward to the anguish
connected to it all. No wonder it is op-
posed by every special interest group
whose job it is to drain the Federal
Treasury. Their executive directors are
paid to horrify the membership to get
them all worked up, to be sure that
they earn their salary, to be sure the
letters come cranking in, without re-
gard to the burden placed on future
taxpayers.

Do you really think that the AARP—
the American Association of Retired
Persons—really wants the people of the
United States, or even their member-
ship, to really find out that you cannot
enact their $1.3 trillion—get this fig-
ure, $1.3 trillion—agenda and balance
the books at the same time?

Hear me. This is a report from the
National Taxpayers Union Foundation
of April 28, 1993. The next time you go
to a town meeting and the AARP is out
there—and let us remember who they
are—there are 33 million of them who
pay 8 bucks dues and they are bound
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together by a common love of airline
discounts, and automobile discounts
and pharmacy discounts.

Do their members know what their
agenda is, ladies and gentlemen? Their
agenda is this: Long-term health care
for everyone in the United States, re-
gardless of their net worth or their in-
come. Ring that one up. Universal
long-term health care, regardless of
wealth. That is $60 billion over 10
years. Second, expand Medicaid to
cover all below poverty, $35.7 billion
over 10 years. Catastrophic care, $15.8
billion. Medicare to cover ‘“‘near elder-
ly""—I suppose those are people that
fall into the 45-year-old category, be-
cause that is only 5 years below the ad-
mission date of your “elderly’ age to
get into the AARP; members only have
to be 50, so I suppose ‘‘near elderly” is
defined as one 45 years old—that is $10
billion. Expanded Medicaid long-term
care, 37.3 billion. Changes in Social Se-
curity benefit formulas, $19.1 billion.
Expansions in earned income credit,
$15.2 billion. Expansions of SSI, §7.7 bil-
lion. Housing assistance for all who
qualify, $34.6 billion.

So the next time Members are get-
ting in a little scrap from the old
AARP, and they are out there with
signs and posters, ask them if they
have any grandchildren, first. That will
get a rise out of them. Then ask them
how we are supposed to pay $1.3 trillion
for the next 10 years to take care of
their agenda they tell their Members
about in their magazine that looks like
a clone of the Smithsonian magazine.
Ask them.

I imagine my mail will pick up when
I return to my chamber. There will
probably be a little bit of light anec-
dotal material like, “You rotten—." I
do not know what it will be, but it will
be heavy, and it will come from AARP
members who do not know one thing
about their membership asking this
Treasury to cough up 1.3 trillion bucks
in the next 10 years for people, regard-
less of their net worth or income.

Some of it is not “affluence tested.”
We ought to affluence test it all. I want
to be very clear. I am not talking
about people who are poor. I am not
talking about seniors who have no
proper nutrition. I am not talking
about Meals on Wheels. I am not talk-
ing about Green Thumb. I am talking
about people who, to some, the cost of
living index and the cost of living al-
lowance is the cost of *living it up.”

One of the saddest things—the sad-
dest thing—that I saw in the entitle-
ments commission was where a young
man came and testified with a young
people's advocacy group. Boy, young
people better start paying attention
here. These young people came and tes-
tified, one young man with sadness,
said that he visited his grandfather in
Florida, and he loved his grandfather
dearly. And the COLA, cost-of-living-
allowance—to his grandfather, who was
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a lovely man and had done well in life,
was whether he would be able to up-
grade his country club membership.
Ladies and gentlemen, that is not what
a COLA is for. A cost-of-living-allow-
ance is something to take care of some-
one who is truly needing that.

We are going to have to start afflu-
ence testing the COLA's. We are not
talking about cutting a single cent
from a Social Security benefit. Hear
that one. I do not want to hear any
more of that babble. Nobody here ex-
cept one group, which I believe is a re-
markable group. including our former
friends from the Senate, Paul Tsongas
and Warren Rudman, have suggested
affluence testing of the benefits. I have
not subscribed to that. But we are cer-
tainly going to subscribe to affluence
testing of the COLA's or we will not
make it, because they range between $7
billion to $22 billion a year, depending
on the Consumer Price Index, the CPI.
Unless we breathe reality into that
index, we will not make it, either. It is
distorted. It needs correction. It still
has a commodity designation in it
called typewriters. It is not even cur-
rent.

Well, I could go on, and Members are
thinking, “‘He is going to." But I will
say this. This is a tremendous chal-
lenge. The House has taken up the bur-
den. They secured 300 votes. We in the
Senate should pay careful attention.

Let me conclude with what should be
obvious to all Members, if not so al-
ready, is that the struggle is between
those who are seeking to keep this
amendment in a form that can pass
this Congress, and those who will find
every single indirect means to bring it
crashing down.

I applaud the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. BYRD], the
very able, venerable conscience of the
Senate, for his forthrightness and cour-
age in opposing the balanced budget
amendment. Subterfuges are not for
him. Deception and chicanery are not
his tools. He is right out front. He
openly declares his opposition to this
amendment, honestly lays himself out
to the judgment of his constituents,
makes his argument, and states his
reasons for opposition as his means of
fighting hard against the passage of
the amendment.

But it is my view that the greatest
danger comes from those who will be
tripped up in supporting, with all good
intention, any number of amendments
that will be offered as a means of peel-
ing away the two-thirds majority sup-
port that the amendment must have.
Members will see those. And the House
protected itself against those carve-
outs.

Make no mistake: We will kill the
balanced budget amendment if we pass
any modification that will leave us
with a resolution where we cannot se-
cure the necessary two-thirds in both
the Senate and the House and we must
not do that.
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Let me put it gquite bluntly: A vote to
exempt Social Security from the bal-
anced budget amendment is a vote to
kill the balanced budget amendment; a
vote to include a tax limitation is a
vote to kill the balanced budget
amendment. I am not talking about
motives here. I am speaking of the seri-
ous practical effects. That is what will
happen if these modifications pass. A
vote to create a capital budget is a
vote to kill the balanced budget
amendment. Those issues have been
tested, fought over already in the
House, and in the Senate for years in
the Judiciary Committee. We want to
send the balanced budget amendment
to the States for ratification. We need
to keep it in a form we know to have
the requisite support. Every supporter
of the balanced budget amendment
needs to clearly understand this, as
there is little margin for error at this
stage of the game.

To those who assert that the bal-
anced budget amendment would impose
a terribly unfair burden on individual
States as the Federal Government
pares down its spending, I make two
points in response, in final response.
First, we just completed action on the
unfunded mandates legislation. This is
the best ever protection of its kind for
State budgets. Second, it seems to me
that the States are in the best position
to decide that, after all, and this must
be ratified by the States: three-fourths
of them have to decide that they want
this. They are far better custodians of
their own interests than we could ever
be.

So, Mr. President, I look forward to
vigorous and healthy debate. I think
we have begun this on this issue of
central importance to our country. I
have great enthusiasm for this one, al-
beit a bit of a personal stake. I person-
ally assumed the ill-advised and to-
tally politically incorrect responsibil-
ity of charting out just how I would get
this country’s fiscal house in order dur-
ing the coming decades. It is enclosed
with the Entitlements Commission re-
port. Members may ask me for a copy,
and I shall send it to Members in a
brown, unmarked envelope so Members
need not know that we are really pro-
posing some dramatic things. No one
will know Members received it. And
there is nothing I would enjoy more
than some added company in the sui-
cide mission, however involuntarily
compelled. I seek your assistance if
this earnest effort.

I thank my colleague, and I yield the
floor.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator for the recognition. I do not
plan to take a long time in my remarks
here on our constitutional amendment
for a balanced budget. I want to thank
the distinguished Senator from Illinois
[Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN] for her coopera-
tion in allowing me to go forward. I
want also to commend her for her very
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fine statement on the balanced budget
on Tuesday.

Mr. President, the election of 1994
was more than the usual biennial con-
test for seats in the Congress. It was, in
effect, a national referendum. The
American people made a historic
choice between more government and
less government. They chose the lat-
ter—less government. Their message to
us could not have been more clear.
They want fundamental changes in the
way the Congress conducts business.
And the most important change they
want is in the way we spend their
money.

Every Member of Congress knows
that the public wants a balanced budg-
et amendment to the Constitution.
Poll after poll shows that. The only
question is whether we will give them
what they want.

I think we will. I am convinced that
no matter how ferocious the opposi-
tion, the time has finally come when
the Congress will submit a balanced
budget amendment to the States.

I do not say that as boast or bravado
because the drive for a balanced budget
amendment is not something for which
we can take credit. I do not think any
of us in Washington can.

If there has ever been a grassroots
crusade, this is it. If ever the American
people were determined to take the fu-
ture back into their hands, I think it is
now. That is the reason the House has
already passed the joint resolution for
a balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution, the one we are debating
now, by an overwhelming vote of 300 to
133. That was a bipartisan vote, or
rather, it was nonpartisan. After a lot
of debate, after rejecting some tough
amendments, and after resisting pres-
sure from all the usual special interest
groups, 300 Congressmen voted for this
balanced budget amendment.

I hope the amendment will have the
same broad support in the Senate.
Even if, in the past, most of the votes
have come from this side of the aisle, it
is obvious that there is support for it
on the other side as well. There is sup-
port for a balanced budget amendment
from Republicans and Democrats, from
conservatives, moderates, and liberals.
And we should come together, after full
debate, vote on this issue and pass it.

The reason for the amendment’s
broad support, both in the Congress
and most importantly among the pub-
lic, is that it is no longer just a fiscal
issue, no longer an accounting gques-
tion. More than anything else, it has
become a moral issue with the Amer-
ican people. It has become a question
of what we are doing to our children
and our grandchildren—leaving them a
monstrous national debt of some $4
trillion, a debt that will eventually
crush the life out of their economy and
the spirit out of their enterprise.

There will be those who will say,
“Well, how did we get here? Why didn't
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you fix this problem in the eighties?
Why didn't we do more in the seven-
ties?"” We can debate that and we can
point back, but I am reluctant to do
that. A lot of us in this Chamber have
to take some of the blame. I think we
all do, especially those of us who have
been here more than a couple of years.

So I am not trying to say the blame
should go back to President Carter or
President Reagan or President Bush or
a Democrat Congress, or to the Appro-
priations Committee in the House or
the Senate. That is past. Let us talk
about how we can go forward and get
control of the insatiable appetite that
we have developed over the last 40
years to spend and spend and spend. It
is really that simple.

We cannot fix the deficit this year or
in 2 years or in 3 years. But we have to
begin sometime, someplace. Now is the
time, and this is the place. We can get
the budget on a glidepath toward bal-
ance over a period of years.

The number of years it takes is not
as important as the fact that we get
started.

Thomas Jefferson summed up the
matter two centuries ago. This is not
one of his more familiar quotes, but I
think it is important that Thomas Jef-
ferson, in retrospect, thought it was a
mistake not to include a balanced
budget requirement in the Constitu-
tion. This is what he wrote:

The question of whether one generation
has the right to bind another by the deficit
it imposes is a question of such fundamental
importance as to place it among the fun-
damental principles of the government. We
should consider ourselves unauthorized to
saddle posterity with our debts and morally
bound to pay them ourselves.

Those are powerful words from Mr.
Jefferson. And when 1 said, a minute
ago, that the deficit is more than an
accounting problem or a fiscal prob-
lem, I was echoing Jefferson’s observa-
tion that we are morally bound to pay,
ourselves, the debts that we incur and
not dump them off on our children.
That is what is involved here.

Jefferson’s advice has fallen on deaf
ears in Congress, at least for the last
several decades. Even when the Repub-
lican economic program of the early
1980°’s launched the longest peacetime
economic expansion in our country’s
history, with a tremendous increase in
revenues for the Federal Government,
the Congress—and perhaps the execu-
tive branch as well—managed to spend
all that new money and still go deeper
into debt.

For the last 2 years, some people
have been trying to revise history by
making the decade of the eighties a
bad time. But in fact, the eighties were
prosperous. A tremendous explosion of
additional revenue came into the
Treasury. And with it, we should have
been able to control the deficit. But we
did not do so because we kept spending
even more. Every time we got more
revenue, we would spend more money.
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We all go home to our States, coun-
ties, and cities and they say, *‘Can you
help us with the water system?"” “Can
yvou help us with another highway
project?’’ “Can you help us with more
funds for this good program or that
good program?"’

We all say, “‘Gee, you're right.”” We
want to do that. So we come back up
here and want to give them everything
they want. But in fairness, it should
also be our responsibility to balance
the books. We have forgotten that part.

It is not as if we have not had enough
revenue. We have had ever-increasing
revenue every year. But in search of
even more revenues, Congress raised
taxes in 1982, in 1984, in 1987, in 1989, in
1990, and most recently in 1993 with a
whopping $241 billion hike. Through it
all, spending outran those revenue in-
creases.

I voted for some of those tax in-
creases because I thought, if the people
want all these expenditures, then we
have to pay for them. So I voted for the
tax increases in 1982 and 1984 and, I re-
call, reluctantly in 1987. But then I
said, **Wait a minute, I'm not doing
this anymore. Every time I vote that
way, it doesn’'t help reduce the deficit.
We just spend even more.” So I did not
vote for a tax increase in 1990 when
George Bush was President, and I did
not vote for it in 1993 when Bill Clinton
was President. I decided that more rev-
enue would not help to control spend-
ing or reduce the deficit. We would just
spend it.

Time and again Congress promised to
reform, lamely requiring a balanced
budget at sometime in the future. We
had Gramm-Rudman. I voted for that. I
thought it would work. What did we
do? We started off saying, ‘‘Look, we
can't have it apply to this program or
that program,’” and after a while, 21
programs were exempt. I was in the
gang of 17 in the eighties when we tried
to get control of spending. We had the
Fort Belvoir exercise in budget control.
That didn't work either.

So time and time again we in Con-
gress have tried to do it ourselves, to
find a procedure to make it happen. It
did not work. Those votes we had did
not do any good. The debt continued to
increase to the point that interest pay-
ments alone are costing us $230 billion
in the current fiscal year.

It would be nice to think, Mr. Presi-
dent, that everyone on Capitol Hill has
learned their lesson and that things
will be different from here on. That is
what Lucy tells Charlie Brown every
time she pulls away the football and he
lands flat on his back. Sooner or later,
even Charlie Brown may run out of
trust. The American people certainly
have, and they said so last November.
We fooled them too many times. That
was the real meaning of the 1994 elec-
tions.

In simplest of terms, the public took
back the football. Now they are de-
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manding a permanent structural
change in official Washington. They
will not be content with superficial ad-
justments. Who can blame them? The
Congress has not balanced the budget
in a quarter of a century—since 1969.
And without the discipline of the bal-
anced budget amendment, I do not see
any prospect of our doing it any time
soon.

In recent years, poll after poll
showed the public's poor regard for the
Congress. And yet, just recently our
positive polling numbers doubled, from
the 20's to the 40's. What has happened
in the last 2 or 3 months that caused
the approval rating of the Congress to
go up?

I found out this past weekend when I
went home. I went to Hernando, MS, to
Grenada, Carroll County, and Cleve-
land. You know why people are pleased
with us now? Because they think we
are beginning to do some of the things
they want us to do.

Now, they are still dubious. They
want to see action, not just words. But
they like better what they see us talk-
ing about. They like the fact that we
are doing more things in a bipartisan
way, and that maybe we can work with
the President. That's progress.

In recent years this institution, in
my opinion, has been viewed as the
pickpocket at the parade. When we do
business, the cheering stops. We have
to change that image.

This balanced budget amendment is
our best means to set things aright. It
will do more than restore fiscal sanity
to the Congress. It will go a long way
toward restoring the trust of the Amer-
ican people in their institutions of
Government. That task is probably
even more urgent than balancing the
budget, although I think that is an im-
portant part of regaining that trust.

I realize that amending the Constitu-
tion is not a casual exercise. I strug-
gled with that. It is a last resort, some-
times a desperate resort, when all else
has failed. That is the case with the
amendment before us.

Many of us in Congress, both in the
House and Senate, have worked over
the years to stop, or at least slow down
the spiral of debt. We do not have much
to show for our work. In the same way,
the American people have tried by pro-
test and petition, by their voices and
their votes, to discipline the appetite
of the Federal establishment, to re-
strain its growth and limit its intru-
sion into their lives.

Those ways have not worked. So now
we have no recourse. If the Congress
would be fiscally restrained no other
way, by either honor or common sense,
then let it forever be bound by a con-
stitutional amendment.

If we want the people to trust us, we
have to trust the people. We have to
trust their judgment about this amend-
ment. Remember, they will make the
final decisions as to whether it be-
comes a part of the Constitution. Our
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vote here will only give the States the
opportunity to vote. The State legisla-
tures, on behalf of the people, decide
whether the language we have before
us actually goes into the Constitution.

Sometimes they surprise us. If we get
carried away, the States do not ratify
the amendments we send them. Recall
that after the equal rights amendment
passed the Congress, and even after
Congress gave it a legally dubious ex-
tension of time to seek ratification, it
did not get the approval of three-quar-
ters of the States.

The last constitutional amendment
Congress approved, giving the District
of Columbia the same voting represen-
tation in Congress as the States, failed
miserably. Only a handful of States
ratified it.

So if we do not deal with this amend-
ment in the right way, the States will
simply not approve it. They will not
rubberstammp the balanced budget
amendment or any other constitu-
tional amendment we send them.

There are those who are going to say,
‘*‘Show me how you are going to bal-
ance the budget. You say you are for a
balanced budget amendment. Show me
your cards.” I think we could turn that
around and say, ‘“Show me how you are
going to do it if we do not pass a bal-
anced budget amendment.”” We have
been going through that exercise for
years. We cannot bind future Con-
gresses. Budget projections are so unre-
liable, we can barely depend on them
for a year or two, much. less through
the decade ahead. So much always de-
pends on things we cannot know at the
present. We cannot say with great de-
tail what money will be required for
defense or welfare or disaster relief in
the future. We just have to get started.
But there has to be a hammer, and this
constitutional amendment for a bal-
anced budget is the hammer.

That is all the more reason to keep
the language of this amendment clean.
It is not a mere law, which we could
come back to in a month and amend. If
ratified, it will be a part of the most
remarkable political document in his-
tory: the Constitution of the United
States.

That political treasure should not be
made to read like a section of the Code
of Federal Regulations, citing chapter
and verse of various programs. At-
tempts along those lines are rightly
suspect when they come from those
who, for years or for decades, played
key roles in running up the staggering
deficits we now face.

The Federal deficit is like a fire con-
suming our national prosperity. And
now the barnburners want to tell ev-
erybody else how to put out the flames
and where to aim the hoses.

Their advice has a hollow ring. It
seems designed to insulate the Federal
spending machine, not any particular
program, No one should be surprised at
that. The special interests that have,
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for so long, dominated the Govern-
ment’'s budget do not want to leave
their places at the public trough. So
they are fighting this amendment with
every diversion, every red herring they
can devise.

Those liberal lobbies had their
chance to appeal to the American peo-
ple last fall, but the voters resound-
ingly rejected their case. That is why
we are now considering this amend-
ment: Because the Federal gravy train
stops here.

I realize that, to some of my col-
leagues, the balanced budget amend-
ment must seem like a repudiation of
their entire career, negating their life-
time in public office. So be it. We are
guaranteed a favorable place in history
only when we write it ourselves. This
time around, others are doing the
drafting.

Some may find comfort in the past,
when it was political summertime, and
the spending was easy. But those days
are over. The American people are
looking to the future, and they are de-
termined to shape it their way, this
time around.

The balanced budget amendment is
one instrument for doing that. It
should not be delayed, or stalled, or
stonewalled. But if it is, we can take
the time, days or weeks, with the Na-
tion watching and listening.

After all, it took us decades to get
this far. And with all due respect to my
colleagues who oppose the balanced
budget amendment, I say, in the words
of the old song, “*we ain’t gonna let no-
body turn us round.”

I feel sure I will be back in the Cham-
ber before we finish on this amendment
to speak again. But we have a great op-
portunity here. The amendment is the
responsible thing to do. There may be
efforts to distract us, and there are of
course legitimate concerns as well, but
let us keep our eyes on the ball. If you
are for the balanced budget amend-
ment, you should vote for the balanced
budget amendment, rather than finding
excuses to oppose. There will not be
any place to hide this time. The Amer-
ican people will know who is for it and
who is against it when we take the
vote in a few days.

Mr. President, in view of the fact
there are others on the floor waiting to
speak, I yield the floor at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Mr. JOHNSTON. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. JOHNSTON per-
taining to the introduction of S. 333 are
located in today's RECORD under
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.™)

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KyL). The Senator from Illinois is rec-
ognized.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I thank the
Chair. I thank the Senator from Mis-
sissippi for his graciousness. I guess be-
cause we are on the same side on this
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particular issue it makes it a little
easier, and it is a delight to have a
chance to work in a bipartisan fashion
on behalf of the balanced budget
amendment.

o ————

THE CONDITION OF AMERICA'S
SCHOOLS

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, I rise today to present the results
of a very important study that has
been conducted by the General Ac-
counting Office on the condition of
America’s schools and to highlight the
merits of the Education Infrastructure
Act.

Mr. President, this report by the
GAO, entitled ‘*School Facilities—Con-
dition of America’'s Schools,” was is-
sued yesterday, and I ask unanimous
consent that the entire report by the
GAQO be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the U.S. General Accounting Office]

SCHOOL FACILITIES—CONDITION OF AMERICA’S
SCHOOLS

February 1, 1995.

Hon. Carol Moseley-Braun,
Hon. Edward M. Kennedy,
Hon. Claiborne Pell,

Hon. Paul Simon,

Hon. Paul Wellstone,

U.S. Senate.

The nation has invested hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars in school infrastructure to
create an environment where children can be
properly educated and prepared for the fu-
ture. Almost exclusively a state and local re-
sponsibility, this Infrastructure requires
maintenance and capital investment. How-
ever, public concern Is growing that while
laws require children to attend school, some
school buildings may be unsafe or even
harmful to children's health. Recently, for
example, a federal judge would not allow the
schools In our nation's capital to open on
time until thousands of life-threatening fire
code violations were corrected. Similarly,
noncompliance with asbestos requirements
kept over 1000 New York City schools closed
for the first 11 days of the 1993 school year.
Although such situations may be well-pub-
licized, little information exists document-
ing the extent to which the nation’'s schools
may lack the appropriate facilities to edu-
cate thelr students.

Widely quoted studies?! conducted in recent
years report that school facilities are in poor
condition. While these studies documented
some problems and provided much anecdotal
informatlion, they had different methodologi-
cal problems limiting their usefulness. Fur-
ther, the Department of Education has not
assessed the condition of the nation’s school
facilities since 1965. Accordingly, you re-
quested that we conduct a study that could
be used as a basis for determining the condi-
tion of the nation’s school facilities.

In response to your request and subsequent
discussions with your office, this report pre-
sents national information on (1) the amount
of funding that the nation’s public elemen-
tary and secondary schools report needing to
improve Inadequate facilities and (2) the

1 Footnotes at end of article.
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overall physical condition and prevalence of
schools that need major repairs. Another re-
port Is forthcoming shortly that will report
the location of and other demographic analy-
ses for schools that need major repairs.
These reports are the first in a series re-
sponding to your request.?

RESULTS IN BRIEF

Based on estimates by school officials in a
national sample of schools, we project that
the nation’s schools need about $112 billion?
to repair or upgrade America’s multibillion4
dollar investment in facilities to good over-
all condition.® Of this, $11 billion (10 percent)
is needed over the next 3 years to comply
with federal mandates that require schools
to make all programs accessible to all stu-
dents and to remove or correct hazardous
substances such as asbestos, lead in water or
paint, materials In underground storage
tanks (UST), radon, or meet other require-
ments.

About two-thirds of America's schools re-
ported that all buildings were in at least
overall adequate condition, at most needing
only some preventive maintenance or correc-
tive repair. However, about 14 million stu-
dents attend the remalning one-third of
schools that reported needing extensive re-
pair or replacement of one or more build-
ings.® These schools are distributed nation-
wide. Also, problems with major bullding
features, such as plumbing, are widespread
even among those schools reported in at
least adequate condition. Almost 60 percent
of America's schools reported at least one
major building feature in disrepair, needing
to be extensively repaired, overhauled, or re-
placed. Most of these schools had multiple
problems. In addition, about half reported at
least one unsatisfactory environmental con-
dition in their schools, such as poor ventila-
tion, heating or lighting problems, or poor
physical security. Most of these schools also
had multiple unsatisfactory environmental
conditions. Some district officials we spoke
to told us that a major factor in the declin-
ing physical condition of the nation’s schools
has been decisions by school districts to
defer vital maintenance and repair expendi-
tures from year to year due to lack of funds.

BACKGROUND

Elementary and secondary education, the
nation's largest public enterprise, is con-
ducted in over 80,000 schools in about 15,000
districts. America's public schools serve over
42 million students. About 70 percent of
schools serve 27 million elementary students;
24 percent serve 13.8 million secondary stu-
dents; and 6 percent serve 1.2 mlillion stu-
dents in combined elementary and secondary
and other schools.

America's traditional one-room school
houses have been replaced by larger facilities
that may have more than one building. Com-
prising classroom, administrative, and other
areas like gymnasiums and auditoriums, a
school may have an original building, any
number of permanent additions to that
building, and a variety of temporary builld-
ings—each constructed at different times.
Buildings that have been well maintained
and renovated at perlodic Intervals have a
useful life equivalent to a new building.

A number of state courts as well as the
Congress have recognized that a high-quality
learning environment is essential to educat-
ing the nation’s children. Crucial to estab-
lishing that learning environment is that
children attend school In decent facilities.
“Decent facilitles” was specifically defined
by one court as those that are “'* * * struc-
turally safe, contain fire safety measures,
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sufficient exits, an adequate and safe water
supply, an adequate sewage disposal system,
sufficient and sanitary toilet facilities and
plumbing fixtures, adequate storage, ade-
quate light, be in good repair and attrac-
tively painted as well as contain acoustics
for noise control. * * *"'7 More recently, the
Congress passed the Education Infrastruc-
ture Act of 1984,% in which it stated that “im-
proving the quality of public elementary and
secondary schools will help our Nation meet
the National Education Goals.”? Despite
these efforts, studies and media reports on
school facilities since 1965 indicate that
many public elementary and secondary
schools are in substandard condition and
need major repairs due to leaking roofs,
plumbing problems, inadequate heating sys-
tems, or other system failures.

Although localities generally finance con-
struction and repair, with states playing a
variety of roles,® federal programs have
monies to help localities offset the impact of
federal activities, such as Impact Aid,!! im-
proving accessibility for the disabled, and
managing hazardous materials. However,
these programs do not totally offset all
costs. For example, prior GAO work found
that federal assistance provided for asbestos
management under the Asbestos School Haz-
ard Abatement Act of 1984 did not meet the
needs of all affected schools. From 1988
through 1991, the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) recelved 1,746 qualified appli-
cations totaling $599 million but only award-
ed $157 million to 586 school districts it con-
sidered to have the worst asbestos problems.
EPA was aware of the shortfall in federal as-
sistance but belleved that state and local
governments should bear these costs.12

Because of the perception that federal pro-
grams—as well as current state and local fl-
nancing mechanisms—did not begin to ad-
dress the serious facilities needs of many of
America’s schools, the Congress passed the
Education Infrastructure Act of 1994. The
Congress then appropriated $100 million for
grants to schools for repair, renovation, al-
teration, or construction.

SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

To determine the amount of funding need-
ed to Improve inadequate facilities and the
overall physical condition and prevalence of
schools that need major repairs, we surveyed
a national sample of schools and augmented
the survey with visits to selected school dis-
tricts. We used various experts to advise us
on the design and analysis of this project.
(See app. III for a list of advisers.)

We sent the survey to a nationally rep-
resentative stratified random sample of
about 10,000 schools in over 5,000 school dis-
tricts. The sample was designed for the De-
partment of Education's 1994 Schools and
Staffing Survey (SASS), which is sponsored
by the Natlonal Center for Educational Sta-
tistics.

We asked about (1) the physical condition
of buildings and major building features,
such as roofs; framing, floors, and founda-
tions; exterior walls and interior finishes;
plumbing; heating, ventilation, and air con-
ditioning (HVAC); and electric power; (2) the
status of environmental conditions, such as
lighting, heating, and ventilation; (3) the
amount districts and schools had spent in
the last 3 years or plan to spend in the next
3 years due to federal mandates that require
managing or correcting hazardous materials
problems and providing access to all pro-
grams for all students; and (4) an estimate of
the total cost of needed repairs, renovations,
and modernizations to put all buildings in
good overall condition. (See app. IV for a
copy of the questionnaire.)
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We directed the survey to those officials
who are most knowledgeable about facili-
ties—such as facilities directors and other
central office administrators of the districts
that housed our sampled school buildings.
Our analyses are based on responses from 78
percent of the schools sampled. Analyses of
non-respondent characteristics showed them
to be similar to respondents. Findings from
the survey have been statistically adjusted
(weighted) to produce nationally representa-
tive estimates, All of the data are self-re-
ported, and we did not independently verify
their accuracy. See the forthcoming report
on location and demographic analyses of
schools in need of major repair for a detailed
description of our data collection methods
and analysis techniques, confidence intervals
and the like.

In additlon, we visited 41 schools in 10 se-
lected school districts varying in location,
size, and minority composition. During these
visits, we observed facility conditions and
interviewed district and local school officials
to obtain information on facilities assess-
ment, maintenance programs, resources, and
barriers encountered in reaching facility
goals. (See app. I for profiles on the districts
visited.)

We conducted this study from April 1994 to
December 1994 in accordance with generally
accepted government auditing standards.

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS
Schools Report Needing Billions to Improve
Facilities

On the basis of our survey results, we esti-
mate that the nation's schools need $112 bil-
lion to complete all repairs, renovations, and
modernizations required to restore facilities
to good overall condition and to comply with
federal mandates. (See fig. 1.) This amount
includes $65 billion—about $2.8 million per
school—needed. by one-third of schools for
which one or more entire building needs
major repairs or replacement. Another 40
percent of schools (those in adequate or bet-
ter condition) reported needing $36 billion—
$1.2 million per school—to repair or replace
one or more building features,! such as the
plumbing or roof or to make other corrective
repalirs.

[Figure 1 not reproduced in the RECORD.]

Almost two-thirds of the schools reported
needing $11 billion—an average of §.2 million
per school—to comply with Federal man-
dates over the next 3 years. Of this amount,
about $6 billion (55 percent) is needed by
schools to make programs accessible to all
students while about $5 billion (45 percent) 1s
needed to correct or remove hazardous sub-
stances such as asbestos, lead in water or
paint, materials contained in USTs, radon,
or meet other requirements.

This $11 billion is in addition to the $3.8
billion reported spent by three-gquarters of
all schools in the last 3 years to comply with
Federal mandates. Of the money schools re-
ported that they spent to comply with Fed-
eral mandates, $2.3 billion (60 percent) went
to correct or remove hazardous substances—
primarily asbestos—while $1.5 billion (40 per-
cent) to make all programs accessible to all
students.

[Figure 2 not reproduced in the RECORD.]

District officials we spoke with reported
that they must also comply with many State
and local mandates. For example, one urban
district reported how Federal, State, and
local regulations govern many of the same
areas such as hazardous materials manage-
ment and some aspects of indoor air quality.
In addition, officlals cited numerous State
health and sanitation codes, State safety in-
spections for building features, as well as
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city zoning ordinances, local bullding codes,
ana historic preservation regulations. By
1992, the enormity of the requirements as
well as decades of capital needs underfunding
have resulted in only the 2 newest of their
123 schools complying with all current codes.

The district further described how these
regulations and the accompanying cost could
apply to the installation of air conditioning.
For example, air conditioning could be in-
stalled in a bullding for $500,000. However,
this may also require an additional $100,000
in fire alarm/smoke detection and emergency
lighting systems as well as $250,000 in archi-
tectural modifications for code compliance,
Additionally, the location of outside chillers
may be regulated by zoning and historic
preservation ordinances.

In our visits to selected districts, officlals
from major urban areas reported needing bil-
lions to put their schools into good overall
condition. (See table 1.)

TABLE 1.—MAJOR URBAN SCHOOL DISTRICTS REPORT
NEEDING BILLIONS TO BRING SCHOOLS INTO GOOD
OVERALL CONDITION

[Dolfars i billions]

Urban school district m:’l?
New York City $7.8
Chicago 29
Washington, DC 05
New Orieans 05

Two-Thirds of Schools Adequate but Millions of
Students Must Attend Other One-Third

School officials reported that two-thirds of
the Nation's schools are in adequate (or bet-
ter) condition, at most needing only some
preventive maintenance or corrective repair.
However, about 14 million students must at-
tend the remaining one-third (25,000 schools),
in which at least one building {s in need of
extensive repalr or replacement. Even more
students, 28 million, attend schools nation-
wide that need one or more building feature
extensively repaired, overhauled, or replaced
or that contain an environmentally unsatis-
factory condition,!t such as poor ventilation.
(See tables 2 and 3.) These schools are dis-
tributed nationwide.

TABLE 2—MILLIONS OF STUDENTS ATTEND SCHOOLS
WITH LESS-THAN-ADEQUATE PHYSICAL CONDITIONS

Number Estimate of
Building feature of students af-
schools fected
Roofs 21,100 11.916,000
Framing, floors, foundations ... 13.500 7.247.000
Exterior walls, finishes, ulndmu doars. 20.500 11,524,000
Interior finishes, trims ... 2 i 18.600 10,408.000
Plumbing 23,100 12,254,000
Heating, lation, air itioning 28.100 15,456,000
Electrical power .. 20,500 11,033,000
Electrical lighting 19.500 10,837,000
Life safety codes 14,500 7.630.000

Mote. See appendix IV for survey question.

Ranges for building or building feature conditon were excelient, good,
adequate. fair, poor. or replace. A building or building feature was consid-
ered in less-than-adequate condition if fair, poor. or replace was indicated.

TABLE 3.—MILLIONS OF STUDENTS ATTEND SCHOOLS
WITH UNSATISFACTORY ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS

Number Number of
Environmental condition of students af-
schools fected
LRI oo S L Ty 12,200 6,682,000
Heating 15,000 7,888,000
Ventilation 21,100 11,559,000
Indoar air quality .. 15.000 8,353.000
Acoustics for naise control 21.900 11,044,000
Physical security .. 18,500 10,638,000

Mote. See appendix IY for survey question
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Physical Condition

Specifically, about one-third of both ele-
mentary and secondary schools reported at
least one entire building—original, addition,
or temporary—in need of extensive repairs or
replacement. About 60 percent (including
some schools in adequate condition) reported
that at least one building feature needed ex-
tensive repair, overhauling, or replacement;
and three-quarters of those schools needed
multiple features repaired. Features most
frequently reported in need of such repairs
were HVAC; plumbling; roofs; exterior walls,
fin{shes, windows, and doors; electrical
power; electrical lighting; and interior fin-
ishes and trims. (See fig. 4 and pictures In
app. I1I.) Further, while 41 percent of all
schools reported unsatisfactory energy effi-
ciency, 73 percent of those schools with exte-
rior walls, windows, and doors and 64 percent
of those with roofs in need of major repair
reported unsatisfactory energy efficiency.
These unrepaired features not only reduce
energy efficiency but may also have an ad-
verse environmental effect on students.

As one Chicago elementary school prin-
cipal told us, ‘‘Heat escapes through holes in
the roof; the windows leak (the ones that are
not boarded up) and let in cold air in the
winter so that children must wear coats to
class.”

In New Orleans, the damage from Formo-
san termites has deterlorated the structure
of many schools. In one elementary school,
they even ate the books on the library
shelves as well as the shelves themselves.
(See app. II.) This, In combination with a
leaking roof and rusted window wall, caused
so much damage that a large portlon of the
30-year-old school has been condemned. The
whole school is projected to be closed in 1

ear.

v At a Montgomery County, Alabama, ele-
mentary school, a celling weakened by leak-
ing water collapsed 40 minutes after the chil-
dren left for the day.

Water damage from an old (original) boiler
steam heating system at a 60-year-old junior
high school in Washington, D.C., has caused
such wall deterioration that an entire wing
has been condemned and locked off from use.
Steam damage is also causing lead-based
wall paint to peel.

Raw sewage backs up on the front lawn of
a Montgomery County, Alabama, junior high
due to defective plumbing.

A New York City high school built around
the turn of the century has served as a sta-

ble, fire house, factory, and office building. -

The school is overcrowded with 580 students,
far exceeding the building's 400 student ca-
pacity. The bullding has little ventilation
(no vents or blowers), despite many inside
classrooms, and the windows cannot be
opened, which makes the school unbearably
hot in the summer. In the winter, heating
depends on a fireman's stoking the coal fur-
nace by hand.

In Ramona, California, where overcrowding
is considered a problem, one elementary
school is comprised entirely of portable
buildings. It had neither a cafeteria nor audi-
torium and used a single relocatable room as
a library, computer lab, music room, and art
room.

Last year, during a windstorm in Ray-
mond, Washington, the original windows of
an elementary school bullt in 1925 were
blown out, leaving shards of glass stuck in
the floor. The children happened to be at the
other end of the room. This wooden school is
considered a fire hazard, and although hall-
ways and staircases can act as chimneys for
smoke and fire, there is only one external
exlt on the second floor.
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In rural Grandview, Washington, over-
crowded facilities are a problem. At one mid-
dle school, the original building was meant
to house 450 students. Two additions and
three portables have been added to accom-
modate 700 students. The school has seven
staggered lunch periods. The portables have
no lockers nor bathrooms and are cold in the
winter and hot in the spring/summer.

In a high school in Chicago, the classroom
floors are in terrible condition. Not only are
floors buckling, so much tile is loose that
students cannot walk in all parts of the
school. The stairs are in poor condition and
have been cited for safety violations. An out-
side door has been chained for 3 years to pre-
vent students from falling on broken outside
steps. Peeling paint has been cited as a fire
hazard, Heating problems result In some
rooms having no heat while other rooms are
too warm. Leaks in the science lab caused by
plumbing problems prevent the classes from
doing experiments. Guards patrol the outside
doors, and all students and visitors must
walk through metal detectors before enter-
ing the school.

During our school visits, we found wide
disparities between schools in the best or
even average condition and schools in the
worst condition, and these schools were
sometimes in the same district.

Environmental Conditions

About 50 percent of the schools reported at
least one unsatisfactory environmental con-
dition; while 33 percent reported multiple
unsatisfactory conditions. Of those, half re-
ported four to six unsatisfactory conditions.
Those conditions most frequently reported
to be unsatisfactory were acoustics for noise
control, ventilation, and physical security.
(See fig. 5.) Additionally, three-quarters of
schools responding had already spent funds
during the last 3 years on requirements to
remove or correct hazardous substances such
as asbestos (57 percent), lead Iin water or
paint (25 percent), materials in USTs such as
fuel oil (17 percent), radon (18 percent), or
other requirements (9 percent). Still two-
thirds must spend funds in the next 3 years
to comply with these same requirements—
asbestos (45 percent), lead (18 percent), UST
(12 percent), radon (12 percent), or other re-
quirements (8 percent).

We saw numerous examples of unsatisfac-
tory environmental conditions during our
school visits:

In the Pomona, California, school district,
the student body has increased 37 percent
over the last 10 years. Some schools must
have five staggered lunch periods to accom-
modate all students. As a result of over-
crowding, in one elementary school, students
are housed in temporary buildings installed
in 1948 that are unattractive, termite ridden,
dark, and underequipped with electrical out-
lets. The temporary buildings get very hot as
well as very cold at times because of poor in-
sulation.

A Raymond, Washington, high school—a
three-story structure with walls of
unreinforced concrete with roof and floor not
adequately secured to the walls that may
not withstand earthquakes—contains steam
pipes that are not only extremely noisy but
provide too little or too much heat from
room to room.

In Richmond, Virginia, schools in the dis-
trict close early in September and May be-
cause the heat combined with poor ventila-
tion and no air conditioning creates health
problems for students and teachers, espe-
cially those with asthma.

A Chicago elementary school, built in 1893
and not painted for many years, had walls
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and cellings with chipping and peeling lead-
based paint, contains asbestos and has sev-
eral boarded-up windows. Some rooms have
inadequate lighting due to antiquated light-
ing fixtures that are no longer manufac-
tured, so bulbs could not be replaced when
burned out. One section of the school has
been condemned due to structural problems.
However, the auditorium and gym in this
area are still used. The school was scheduled
for closure In 1972 but remalned open due to
community opposition to the closure with
promises of renovation by the district.
Insufficient Funds Contribute to Declining
Physical Conditions

District officlals we spoke to attributed
the declining physical condition of Ameri-
ca's schools primarily to insufficient funds,
resulting in decisions to defer maintenance
and repair!® expenditures from year to year.
This has a domino effect. Deferred mainte-
nance speeds up the deterloration of build-
ings, and costs escalate accordingly, further
eroding the nation's multibillion dollar in-
vestment in school facilities. For example,
in many schools we visited, unrepaired leak-
ing roofs caused wall and floor damage that
now must also be repaired. New York school
officials told us that, while a typical roof re-
pair is $600, a full roof replacement costs
$300,000, and painting and plastering 10 rooms
on a top floor that has been damaged by
water infiltration costs $67,500 plus $4,500 to
replace damaged floor tiles. In other words,
for every $1 not invested, the system falls
another $620 behind. In addition, unrepaired
roofs cause energy costs to increase as heat
escapes through holes, further depleting al-
ready limited funds. Further, due to lack of
routine maintenance in the Chicago district,
many schools have not been painted since
they were painted 20 years ago with lead-
based paint.

In an elementary school in New York City,
repair problems had not been addressed since
the school was built 20 years ago. Problems
that could have been addressed relatively in-
expensively years ago have now caused
major problems such as sewage leaking into
the first grade classrooms, a leaking roof
that Is structurally unsound, and crumbling
walls,

Similarly, in Chicago, we visited an ele-
mentary school whose roof, the principal
told us, had needed replacement for 20 years.
Because it had only been superficially
patched, rather than replaced, the persistent
water damage had caused floors to buckle
and plaster on the walls and cellings to
crumble. It had also flooded parts of the elec-
tric wiring system. One teacher in this
school would not turn on her lights during
ralnstorms for fear of electrical shock; in an-
other classroom the public address system
had been rendered unusable. Buckets had to
be placed on the top floor of the school to
catch the rain.

Some district officials we spoke with re-
ported that they had difficulty raising
money for needed repairs and renovation due
to an anti-tax sentiment among voters re-
sulting in the failure of bond issues as well
as passage of property tax limitations. About
one in three districts reported that they
have had an average of two bond issues fail
in the past 10 years. Further, school officials
told us that often bond proceeds are far less
than needed for repairs. For example, in Po-
mona, California, a $62.5 million bond issue
was submitted to the voters after a survey
indicated that the $200 million needed for re-
pairs would be rejected. At the time of our
survey, 6 percent of districts had a bond
issue before the electorate. However, as one
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survey respondent commented, “the current
public attitudes about the economy and edu-
cation are generally so negative that passing
a bond referendum Is a fantasy.” Other
states have reduced school funding by pass-
ing property tax limitations. One survey re-
spondent reported, “The state’s contribution
to local schools has dropped by 40 percent
over the last few years * * *.”" According to
another survey respondent, ‘““This i{s a 1913
building which many of the taxpaying citi-
zens feel was good enough for them * * * it
is looked at as a monument in the commu-
nity. Unless some form of outside funding is
arranged, the citizens may never volunteer
to replace this building since it will require
raising their taxes."

Further, districts reported a lack of con-
trol over some spending priorities as they
must fund a large portion of federal man-
dates for managing or correcting hazardous
materials as well as making all programs ac-
cessible to all students. A recurring theme in
comments from survey respondents was that
“Unfunded federal and state mandates are
one of the prime causes of lack of funds for
replacing worn-out heating and cooling
equipment, roofs, etc. * * ** Another survey
respondent stated, “The ADA requirements
were a major reason we had to replace two
older schools. These costs, when added to
other costs for renovations and modifica-
tions, resulted in overall costs for repairs,
which exceeded the costs for new facilitles.”
On the other hand, Chicago school officlals
told us that due to limited funds and the
cost of installing one elevator being $150,000,
very few schools are able to provide program
access to all students.

In looking at the uses of bond proceeds in
the districts, the average amount of the
most recently passed bond issue was $7 mil-
lion. While about 3 percent was provided for
federal mandates, 54 percent was provided for
school construction and 38 percent for re-
pairing, renovating, and modernizing
schools, The remalining 5 percent was spent
for purchases of computers and tele-
communications equipment.

Districts also said that they must some-
times divert funds initially planned for fa-
cilitles maintenance and repair to purchase
additional facilities due to overcrowding.
This has resulted from both demographic and
mandated changes. For example, additional
funds were required for construction and
purchase of portables due to large immigrant

-influxes as well as population shifts in dis-

tricts or climbing enrollment due to overall
population increases. Further, some man-
dated school programs, such as speclal edu-
cation, require additional space for low
pupil-teacher ratios.

One survey respondent described the com-
peting demands on limited funds as follows:
“Our school facilities are not energy effi-
cient or wired for modern technology. Our
floor tile {s worn out and the furniture is in
poor shape. Our taxpayers don’'t want to put
any more in schools. Our teachers want bet-
ter pay. Our students and parents want more
programs and technology. HELP!!!™

Building Age—By Itself—Is Not Significant

While some studies cite building age as a
major factor contributing to deteriorating
conditions, older buildings often have a more
sound infrastructure than newer buildings.
Bulldings built in the early years of this cen-
tury—or before—frequently were bulilt for a
life span of 50 to 100 years while more mod-
ern buildings, particularly those built after
1970, were designed to have a life span of only
20 vo 30 years. A study of English school fa-
cilities found that the schools built during
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the 1960s and 1970s were built quickly and
cheaply and have caused continuing mainte-
nance problems.!® As one survey respondent
commented, ‘‘the bulldings in this district
are approximately 20 years old, but the exte-
rior siding was inferior from the beginning
* * * it has deteriorated and ruptured exten-
sively. * * *"'" A principal in Chicago stated
about her 1970s building, “‘our most pressing
problem is that the school is crumbling down
around us * * *, From the beginning, this
building has had serious roof problems.
Water leaks throughout the bullding from
the roof and from the walls. Pools of water
collect in the floors of the classrooms. One
wall has buckled and is held in place with a
steel stake. The windows leak and let cold
air in * * *."" According to some school offl-
cials, the misperception about the age factor
has been reinforced because older bulldings
are sometimes not maintained but allowed
to deteriorate until replaced.

Three schools we visited in Chicago pre-
sented a good example of the difficulty of
using age to define condition. All three were
built between 1926 and 1930 and had the same
design and basic structure. Today, their con-
dition could not be more different. One
school had been allowed to deteriorate (had
received no renovation since the 1970s) until
it reached a point where local school offi-
cials classified it as among those schools in
the worst physical condition. The second
school had received some recent renovation
because of community complaints about its
condition and was classified as a typlecal
school for the school district. The third
school had been well maintained throughout
the years, and now school officials classified
it as a school in the best physical condition.
(See pictures contrasting the three schools
in fig. 6.)

[Figure 6 not reproduced in Record.]

CONCLUSIONS

Two-thirds of America’s schools report
that they are in adequate (or better) overall
condition. Still, many of these schools need
to repalr or replace one or more bullding fea-
ture, manage or correct hazardous materials,
or make all programs accessible to all stu-
dents. Other schools have more serious prob-
lems. About 14 million students are required
to attend the remaining one-third of schools
that have one or more entire buildings in
less-than-adequate condition, needing exten-
sive repair or replacement. These schools are
distributed nationwide.

Our survey results indicate that to com-
plete all repairs, renovations, or moderniza-
tions needed to put school buildings into
good overall condition and comply with fed-
eral mandates would require a projected in-
vestment of $112 billion. Continuing to delay
maintenance and repairs will defer some of
these costs but will also lead to the need for
greater expenditures as conditions deterio-
rate, further eroding the nation's multibil-
lion dollar investment in school infrastruc-
ture. In addition, if maintenance continues
to be deferred, a large proportion of schools
that are in only adequate condition and need
preventive maintenance or corrective repair
will soon deteriorate to less-than-adequate
condition.

As one survey respondent observed, “'It Is
very difficult to get local communities to ac-
cept this burden (facilities construction/ren-
ovation). Our district, one of the wealthiest
in the state, barely passed a bare bones budg-
et to renovate. It must be a national crisis."”

AGENCY COMMENTS

We spoke with Department of Education
officials at the National Center for Edu-
cational Statistics who reviewed a draft of
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this report and found the report well done
and generally approved of the approach. In
addition, staff from the Office of the Under-
secretary provided us with technical com-
ments that we incorporated into our report.
They did not comment, however, on our
methodology, reserving judgment for the de-
tailed technical appendix in our forthcoming
report.

Copies of this report are also being sent to
appropriate House and Senate committees
and all members, the Secretary of Edu-
cation, and other interested parties.

If you have any questions about this re-
port, please contact Eleanor L. Johnson, As-
sistant Director, who may be reached at (202)
512-7209. A list of major contributors to this
report can be found in appendix VIL

Sincerely yours,
LINDA G. MORRA,

Director, Education and Employment Issues.

APPENDIX I
DISTRICT PROFILES

We visited 41 schools In 10 selected school
districts that varled by location, size, and
ethnic composition. During these visits, we
observed facility conditions and interviewed
district and local school officials to get in-
formation on facilities assessment, mainte-
nance programs, resources, and barriers en-
countered Iin reaching facilities goals. We
asked officials to show us examples of
“best,’” *‘typical,” and ‘“‘worst’ schools and
verified the reliability of these designations
with others. In some small districts, we vis-
ited all schools.

CHICAGO, ILLINOIS
Overview

TABLE 1.1 —CHICAGO, ILLINOIS

Kumber of schools .
Racial compaosition .

30 percent Hispanic.
14 percent other,
Students on free or reduced lunch ... &7 percent.
Type ... . Urban,
Minimum 2.9 billion,
pairg 17

Chicago is a large urban district whose
school officials rated their school facilities,
overall, as in falr to poor condition. Wide-
spread disparities exist, however, between
schools in the best and worst condition.
About 15 percent of the schools were built
before 1900, and over half are more than 50
years old. Slightly more than 25 percent
were built during the fifties and sixties to
handle the baby boom, and 20 percent were
built during the last 25 years. However, a
number of the newer structures are tem-
porary bulldings or ‘‘demountables™ (large
sections of prefabricated frames put together
on a cement slab). These buildings now show
major structural damage, and the seams of
the bulldings are splitting apart. Permanent
buildings also have structural damage. For
example, we visited two schools that had
chained exit doors to prevent students from
either being hit by debris from a cracking
exterior brick wall—in a “‘typical” Chicago
school—or falling on collapsing front steps—
in a “worst" school.

Schools in the worst condition need new
exterior building envelopes (roofs, tuck
pointing, windows, and doors), have asbestos
or lead-based paint, suffer ceiling and floor
problems from leaky roofs, and need to re-
place outdated electrical and plumbing sys-
tems. Schools in the best condition tend to
be newer, need few or no repairs, have a more
flexible space design, contain electrical sys-
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tems capable of housing new technology,
have air conditioning, and offer brightly col-
ored walls and low ceilings. However, condi-
tion does not depend on age alone; three
schools we visited typifying best, worst, and
typical were all over 60 years old.

Officials report that thelir biggest facility
issues are deferred maintenance and over-
crowding. They say that a shortage of funds,
caused by a lack of taxpayer support, hinders
the district from either upgrading or main-
talning its facilities. About 30 to 40 percent
of needed repairs have been deferred from
year to year for decades with priority given
to repairs that ensure student safety. Addi-
tionally, some federal mandates—particu-
larly lead and asbestos removal abatement
programs—have caused major expenditures
as most schools bullt between 1920 and 1979
contain asbestos, and all schools were palnt-
ed with lead paint before 1980.

Overcrowding began in the seventies with a
great increase in the Hispanic population.
However, in some instances, Individual
schools may be overcrowded, while neighbor-
ing schools remain underenrolled. One offi-
cial told us that this is due in part to the
problems caused by gang ‘‘turfl” and the
threat of extreme viclence or even death to
individuals who wander into “‘enemy’ terri-
tory. School officials are reluctant to reas-
sign students if the receiving schools are in
territory controlled by a different gang than
that of the overcrowded school the children
presently attend.

Facilities Financing

Officials estimate that they need $2.9 bil-
lion to put schools in good overall condition.
While the primary source of school funding
is local property taxes, smaller amounts of
state and federal funds are also used. Al-
though the 1994 school facilities budget is
$270 million (10 percent of the total edu-
cation budget), only about $50 million is used
for maintenance and repair. To obtain funds
for building and renovating, the district re-
lies on bonds, we were told, as politicians
hesitate to ask antl-tax voters for even a
minimal increase in taxes.

GRANDVIEW, WASHINGTON

Overview
TABLE 1.2 —GRANDVIEW, WASHINGTON
E 2,800.
Number of schools ... .
Racial composition ... 67 pecent Hispanic.
32 percent white.
1 percent other.
Students on free or reduced lunch ... 65 percent.
Small town, rural.
$24.5 miltion.

This small agricultural town in rural
Washington has five schools. While the high
school, bullt in 1978, is in excellent condi-
tion, the other four schools, bullt between
1936 and 1957, need to be totally renovated or
replaced over the next 10-20 years. In addi-
tion, a student population increasing annu-
ally at about 4 percent since 1986 has re-
sulted in overcrowding. Although Grand-
view's middle school was built to house 475
students, current enrollment stands at about
700. One elementary school designed for 375
students now has 464. Another crowded ele-
mentary school converted the gymnasium
into two classrooms. The district currently
has 14 portable classrooms in use and antici-
pates needing 4 more in the next 3 years.

Facilities Financing

Grandview schools have an annual budget

of $13.5 million, about 2 percent of which
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goes for maintenance. They receive funding
from local tax levies and from the state and
general apportionment of about $4,000 per
student. They are also eligible for state
equalization funding contingent on passing
their levy. New construction and renovation
are funded by bond issues and state funding
assistance contingent on passing the bond
issue. An $11 million bond issue to build a
new middle school to alleviate crowding
failed in February 1994 and agalin in the fall
of 1994,

Funding problems include public resist-
ance to raising taxes and decreased state as-
sistance due to a reduction in the timber
sales on the public lands that support school
construction funding.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY, ALABAMA

Overview

TABLE 1.3 —MONTGOMERY COUNTY, ALABAMA

Enroll 33,000.

Number of schools . 54,

Racial composition . 45 percent black,
55 percent white.
58 percent.

Students on free or reduced lunch ...
v Urban,
$150 million,

Many of Montgomery County school facili-
tles are old but are generally in fair condi-
tion. However, approximately 10 percent of
the schools need to be replaced. In the last 20
years, about 8 schools were bullt. The oldest
building is a portion of an elementary school
built in 1904,

Schools built during the early 1900's are
not air conditioned and need new roofs. At
one elementary school we wvisited, a ceiling
recently collapsed just 40 minutes after the
children left for the day. Some schools have
had students in “temporary'’ buildings for
years. In addition, many repairs and renova-
tions are needed to maintain schools, accom-
modate overcrowding and comply with fed-
eral mandates.

Overcrowding problems have resulted in
the use of 284 portable buildings to house
students. In the 1980's, Montgomery County's
student population increased, creating the
need for new elementary populations at some
schools through voluntary student move-
ment, through a minority to majority trans-
fer process. This process allowed minority
students to attend any school in the county
with a more than 50-percent maljority of
white students. Primarily, we were told, mi-
nority students chose to attend schools on
the east side of town because the school fa-
cilities were better equipped and nicer. To
provide adequate instructional space for the
influx of children at the east side schools,
portable rooms were added.

Facilities Financing

Lack of money prohibits the district from
making needed facilities repairs. The oper-
ations and maintenance budget has dropped
10 percent in the past 3 to 4 years. The cur-
rent facilities budget is $1 million of a $6
million total education budget. The district
has no capital improvement budget. On June
28, 199, voters defeated a local tax referen-
dum for bond money the county had planned
to use to remove all portable buildings,
make all needed repairs and renovations and
build new schools located so that children
from the west side of town would not have to
travel so far for better school accommoda-
tions.
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NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA

Overview
TABLE |.4.—NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA
Enroliment 85,000,
Number of schools .. . 124
Racial composition ... . 90 percent black.
10 percent other.
Students on free or reduced lunch ... BS percent.
Type Urban.
Minimum estimated to make all repairs .......... $500 miltion

New Orleans’ public schools are rotting
away. Suffering from years of neglect due to
lack of funds for repair and maintenance,
New Orleans students attend schools suffer-
ing from hundreds of millions of dollars’
worth of uncorrected water and termite dam-
age. Fire code violations are so numerous
that school officials told us, **We don't count
them—we weigh them.”

Most of the bulldings have no air condi-
tioning, though the average morning relative
humidity in New Orleans is 87 percent. One
high school recently had an electrical fire
that started in the 80-year-old timbers in the
roof. No one was hurt but the students were
sent to other bulldings for the rest of the
year. An elementary school, built in 1964,
was condemned and closed in 1994 due to
water and termite damage.

Facilities Financing

New Orleans uses local property taxes and
federal asbestos loans to upgrade its build-
ings. The district has submitted five bond is-
sues to the voters in the last 20 years, for a
total of $175 million, but only two of the
bond issues have passed. The school facilities
annual budget in 1994 i{s $6 million or 2 per-
cent of the total education budget. This has
decreased in the past 10 years from $9 million
(4 percent of the education budget).

NEW YORK, NEW YORK

Querview

TABLE 1.5—NEW YORK, NEW YORK

E 700,000

Number of SEhonls ... v 1,229.

Racial iti 38 percent black.
36 percent Hispanic.
19 percent white,
7 percent Asian.

Students on free or reduced lunch .......... 64 percent.
Urban.
Minimum estimated to make all repairs .. $7.8 billion,

New York has extremely diverse school fa-
cllitles—while conditions are generally bad,
some schools are models for 21st century
learning. The ‘‘best” school we saw—a $151
million state-of-the-art science high school—

was only blocks away from an example of the ,

“worst—another high school in a 100-year-
old bullding that had served as a stable, fire
house, factory, and office building. This high
school’s elevators do not work, i{ts interior
classrooms have no windows, it has little
ventilation and no air conditioning, and its
heating depends on a fireman's stoking the
coal furnace by hand.

Overcrowding and generally poor condition
of the school buildings—many over 100-years-
old and In need of major renovation and re-
pair—are New York's main facilities prob-
lems. Since the fiscal crisis in the 1970s,
maintenance and repair of the city's school
buildings have been largely neglected. Twen-
ty years of neglect compound problems that
could have been corrected much more cheap-
ly had they been corrected earlier. As the
city seeks the funds for repairing leaking
roofs, plumbing problems that cause sewage
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to seep into elementary school classrooms,
and ceilings that have caved in, its school
enrollment 1s dramatically increasing. After
losing more than 10 percent of its population
in the sixtles, a vast migration of non-Eng-
lish speaking residents in the last 3 years
has resulted in overcrowding in 50 percent of
New York's schools. One school is operating
at over 250 percent of capacity. Because
classrooms are unavailable while under re-
pair, in some cases Improvements are post-
poned.
Facilities Financing

The New York City schools' maintenance,
repair, and capital improvement budget is
approved annually by the city council. While
the state provides some loan forgiveness, the
city is largely responsible for all of the costs.

Each school is allocated a maintenance
and repair budget based solely on square
footage. As a result, schools—even new
schools—frequently cannot repair problems
as they arise, which often leads to costly re-
pairs In the future. In 1988, the estimated
cost of upgrading, modernizing, and expand-
ing the school systemn by the year 2000 was
over $17 billion. The total capital backlog at
that time was over $5 billlon. The capital
plan for fiscal year 1990 through fiscal year
1994 was funded at $4.3 billion: barely 20 per-
cent of the amount requested.

POMONA, CALIFORNIA
Overview

TABLE 1.6.—POMONA, CALIFORNIA

E 29,000,

Number of schools oL

Racial composition ... &7 percent Hispanic,
13 percent black.
12 percent white.
8 percent Asian-Pacific,

Students on free or reduced Junch .. 70 percent.

Type Suburb

Minimum estimated to make all re-  $200 million.

pairs,

Although district officials generally de-
scribe thelr school facilities overall as “‘ade-
quate to fair,” some individual schools are
excellent while others have severe problems.
The oldest school was built in 1932, The
worst schools were built in the mid-1950s to
early 1960s and face many repair problems—
poor plumbing, ventilation, lighting, leaking
roofs, and crumbling walls. In contrast, one
new school that opened last fall is state-of-
the art. Only three schools have been bullt in
the last 20 years.

Like many school districts Iin California,
Pomona's biggest facilities issue is over-
crowding. Because the student body has in-
creased 37 percent In the last 10 years, the
district relies on what school officials call
“God-awful" portables—bungalows that are
ugly, not air conditioned, termite-ridden,
dark, and have too few electrical outlets.
The portables generally provide sufficlent
classroom space but leave schools suffering
from a severe lack of common-use areas and
space for student movement. For example,
some schools have to schedule five lunch pe-
riods to handle overcrowded campuses.

Facilities Financing

In 1991 the district passed a $62.5 million
bond measure—significantly short of the $200
million it says it needs to put its schools in
good overall condition. Officials attribute
their facilitles’ financial problems to state
cutbacks, the passage of Proposition 13 in
1979, which greatly reduced local tax reve-
nues, and unfunded federal mandates that
drain the district's budget. As a result, the
district must function without enough facili-
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ties staff and continue to defer maintenance
and repair while using temporary “band-aid"”
measures. However, the passage of Pomona’'s
1991 bond measure and two 1992 state bond
measures increased the district's capital im-
provement budget to $14 million or about 16
percent of the district's $85 milllon edu-
cation budget. Pomona's maintenance and
repair budget is usually about 2 percent of
the education budget.
RAMONA, CALIFORNIA

Overview
TABLE 1.7.—RAMONA, CALIFORNIA

Enmiiment 6,500,

Number of SEh00S: o v immciiinies 9,

Racial 78 percent white.
18 percent Hispanic,
4 percent other,

Students on free or reduced lunch ... 35 percent.
Type Small town, rural,
Minimum estimated to make all repairs ... $4 million,

Ramona is a small but growing rural com-
munity in central San Diego County. Four of
its nine schools are more than 25 years old;
its oldest was built over 50 years ago. Al-
though Ramona's oldest schools tend to be
well constructed, they suffer from seriously
deteriorating wiring and plumbing and inad-
equate or nonexistent heating, ventilation,
alr conditioning, and communications sys-
tems. The school district also suffers from
the lack of an adequate, stable funding
source that would allow it to modernize and
expand its facilitles. Consequently, most of
Ramona’s schools are underbuilt and must
rely on portables for overcrowding. One ele-
mentary school we visited was comprised of
only portables, with no cafeteria nor audito-
rium. One portable served as a library, com-
puter lab, music room, and art room. In con-
trast, two new schools were bullt in the last
b years that are bright, have flexible space
and are wired for the latest technology. The
portables are difficult to maintain, and re-
pair costs are higher in the long run than if
real additions had been built in the first
place. The most common repair needs in Ra-
mona's schools are roofs, signal systems
(alarms, bells, and intercoms), and paving.

Facilities Financing

Officials attribute its facilities’ funding
problems to the community's inability to
pass a bond Issue—two attempts i{n the past
8 years have falled—their small rural dis-
trict's competitive disadvantage In applying
for state funds, and the state's emphasis on
building new schools rather than retro-
fitting.

The district's facilities budget varies each
year but comprises (1) a new building pro-
gram that uses matching state funds, (2) a
routine maintenance budget that is about 2
percent of the district’s $30 million edu-
cation budget ($600,000), and (3) a deferred
maintenance budget that is 0.5 percent of the
education budget ($150,000) and is supposed to
be matched by the state but rarely is in full.

RAYMOND, WASHINGTON
Overview

TABLE 1.8.—RAYMOND, WASHINGTON

Enroll 760,
Mumber of SChOOIS .......ocovcisciscriecsenioninnses 3
Racial compositi 69 percent white.
21 percent Asian.
5 percent Hispanic.
5 percent Native American,
Students on free or reduced lunch ... 50 percent.
Type Small town, rural.
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TABLE 1.8.—RAYMOND, WASHINGTON—Continued

Minimum estimated to make all repairs - $14 million.

Raymond is a western Washington town
that has not recovered from the timber in-
dustry downturn of the early 1980s. The town
and student populations have declined, and
the demographics have changed dramati-
cally. All three Raymond schools are old and
two may be unsafe. The high school was
built in 1925. It is a three-story structure of
unreinforced concrete that may not safely
withstand the possible earthquakes in the
area. In addition, the buiding’s systems are
old and inadequate. Steam pipes are noisy
and provide too little or too much heat from
room to room. One 1924 elementary school is
bullt of wood—a potential fire hazard—and
will be closed in 2 years. A third school was
bullt during the 1850s and will received a
major remodeling and new addition next
year.

Facilities Financing

Raymond recently passed its first bond
issue since the 1950s to fund the remodeling
of and addition for an elementary school. A
bond issue proposed in 1990 to build a new fa-
cility for grades kindergarten to 12 failed.
The public does not want to spend money on
school maintenance and construction, and
the tax base is too low to raise adequate
funding. According to the school super-
intendent, the Columbia Tower (a Seattle
skyscraper) has a higher assessed value than
the entire district of Raymond. The dis-
trict’s budget is $4 million, which is made up
of local levies and state funding. Over the
next 2 years, they will ask for a levy increase
of $75,000, specifically for needed repairs.

RICHMOND, VIRGINIA
Overview

TABLE 1.9.—RICHMOND, VIRGINIA

Enmiiment 28,000

Number of schools 58.
Racial composition ... ... B8 percent black.
12 percent ather,
Students on free or reduced lunch .. 68 percent
| e e L Urban,
Minimum estimated to make all re-  $100 million.
pairs.

Renovation presents the biggest facility
issue for the Richmond schools. Their 58
buildings are visually appealing yet old-fash-
foned compared with 21st century learning
standards. Many, if not most, of the dis-
trict’s renovation needs are due to the build-
ings' age: The average building was built
around the time of World War II. Ninety per-
cent of the bulldings lack central air condi-
tloning; many schools close early in Septem-
ber and May/June because the heat and poor
ventilation creates breathing problems for
the children.

In the past 20 years, 20 schools have been
closed; only 2 new schools have opened.

Facilities Financing

Richmond is a poor city: the average fam-
ily income is $17,700. The facilities director
says he usually asks for $18 million but only
gets 33 million and about 3 percent of the
education budget for maintenance. He says
city planners and voters view the buildings
as architectural landmarks and think of
them in terms of 1950s standards of learning.
Also, the money he would have used for ren-
ovations has been spent on meeting ‘‘federal
codes.”

The district has tried twice to get the
state to match funds for deferred malnte-
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nance but was rejected each time. New con-
struction gets funded through bond issues.

WASHINGTON, DC

Overview
TABLE 1.10.—WASHINGTON, DC
Enroliment 85,000.
Number of schools . 164

95 percent black.
5 percent ather.
62 percenl.

. Urban.

$460 million.

Racial composition

With a capacity of 140,000 students, many
of Washington's school facilities are old and
underused. Only 22 schools of 164—mainly el-
ementary—have been built in the last 20
years. According to the district's facilities
manager, the average age of Washington's
schools 1s 50 years. While structurally sound,
these older buildings house old—sometimes
original—systems, such as the heating and
air conditioning or electrical systems, which
have major repair problems.

Washington schools have many urgent re-
pair needs, according to the district facili-
ties manager. Old boiler systems have steam
leakages causing such infrastructure erosion
that whole school wings have been con-
demned and cordoned off; leaky roofs are
causing cellings to crumble on teachers’ and
students’ desks; fire doors are warped and
stick. In addition, the district was under
court order to fix the most serious of an esti-
mated $90 million worth of fire code viola-
tions by the start of the 1994-95 school year.
These violations included locked or blocked
exit doors, defective or missing fire doors,
broken alarms, malfunctioning boilers, and
unsafe electrical systems. Many of the
schools also lack air conditioning and are so
poorly insulated that children must wear
coats to keep warm In winter weather.

Facilities Financing

From the school district's total operating
and capital budget of about $552 million in
fiscal year 1994, about $100 million (18 per-
cent) was allocated to school malntenance
and capital improvement. Of this, approxi-
mately $256 milllon (including salaries) goes
to the district's facilities office, with the
balance given directly to the schools for
their on-site malintenance and operations.
The building maintenance budget has de-
clined from about 18 percent to 14 percent of
the total school budget in the past 10 years.

Funds for school maintenance and repair
and capital Improvements come from the
District of Columbia's general budget, over
which the Congress has authority. Until 1985,
the District's capital Improvement program
was financed only through money borrowed
from the U.S. Treasury. After 1985, the Dis-
trict was given authority to sell general obli-
gation bonds In the capital markets. From
1985 through 1994, the schools recelved 3314
million to finance capital improvements:
$232 million through general obligation bond
issuances, $59 million borrowed from the U.S.
Treasury, and $23 million from District tax
revenue.

[Appendix II not reproduced
RECORD.]

in the
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alty.

&‘yhoma.s Grooms,*» Program Manager, Fed-
eral Design Office, National Endowment for
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ager, Division of Facilities Management,
District of Columbia Public Schools.
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west Regional Laboratory.

Richard L. Siegel,* (Former) Director of
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Lisa J. Walker,» Executive Director, Edu-
cation Writers Assoclation.
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ners International.
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of Facilities Management, Board of Edu-
cation of Montgomery County (Maryland).

APPENDIX IV
GAO QUESTIONNAIRE FOR LOCAL EDUCATION
AGENCIES

DEAR SURVEY RESPONDENT: The U.S. Gen-
eral Accounting Office (GAO) has been asked
by the United States Congress to obtain in-
formation about school facilities, such as
physical condition and capacity. While sev-
eral limited studies have been done recently,
no comprehensive national study of school
facilities has been done in 30 years.

The Congress needs this information to
shape the detalls of federal policy, such as
funding for the School Infrastructure Act of
1994. All responses are confidential. We will
report your data only in statistical sum-
maries so that individuals cannot be identi-
fied.

This questionnaire should be answered by
district level personnel who are very famil-
far with the school facilities in this district.
You may wish to consult with other district
level personnel or with school level person-
nel, such as principals, in answering some
questions.
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We are conducting this study with only a
sample of randomly selected schools, so the
data on your school(s) Is very important be-
cause [t represents many other schools.
Please respond even if the schools selected
are new. If you have questions about the sur-
vey, please call Ms. Ella Cleveland (202) 512-
7066 or Ms. Edna Saltzman (313) 256-8109.

Malil your completed questionnaire in the
enclosed envelope within 2 weeks to: Ms. Ella
Cleveland, U.S. General Accounting Office,
NGB, Suite 650, 441 G St., NW, Washington,
DC 20548.

Thank you for your cooperation in this
very important effort.

Sincerly yours,
LINDA G. MORRA,
Director, Education and Employment.

SECTION I.—DISTRICT INFORMATION

1. What would probably be the total cost of
all repairs/renovations/modernizations re-
quired to put all of this district’s schools in
good overall condition? Give your best esti-
mate. If all of this distriet’s schools are al-
ready in good (or better) overall condition,
enter zero.

Overall condition includes both physical
condition and the ability of the schools to
meet the functional requirements of instruc-
tional programs. Good condition means that
only routine maintenance or minor repair is
required.

I [ 1

2. On which of the sources listed below is
this estimate based? Circle ALL that apply.
Does not apply—all schools already

in good (or better) overall condi-

tion

Sources
Facilities inspection(s)assessment(s)
performed within the last three

years by licensed professionals ....... 1
Repairrenovation/modernization

work already being performed and/

ar contracted FOr i aarmmmiiaviiiiisses 2
Capital improvement/facilities mas-

ter plan or schedule .......ccceveriiinennn 3
My best professional judgment .......... 4

Opinions of other district administra-

BORE. Rl i m s v e e e 5
Other (specify: ) 6
3. During the last 3 years, how much

money has been spent in this district on the
federal mandates listed below? Include
money spent in 1993-1994. If exact amounts
are not readily available, give your best esti-
mate. Enter zero if none. Circle 1" if spend-
ing was not needed.

Spending

Federal mandates ok nesad Ambount spent
Aocessibility for student with disabilities 1 § 00
Managing/correcting:

Asbes 1 00

1 ]
Underground sluraga tanks IUSI!I 1 00
Radon .. 1 00
Dther {speclfy iy 1 0o

4. How much money will probably need to
be spent in this district during the next 3
years on these federal mandates? If exact
amounts are not readlily avallable, give your
best estimate. If spending will not be needed,

circle ““1.” If unknown, circle *2."
Spending
Federal mandates will not be mn:'n m“ari Abe-
Accessibility for students with
disabilities ......omrries 1 i 00
Managing/correcting:
Asbestos 1 PV S |
Lead in water/paint 1 2§ 00
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Spending L
Federal mandates Wit e | Jeoet ' Dolslly s
Underground storage tanks
{lﬁ'is] 1 T R
Radon ... 1 2 t i
Other (specity: 1 2 00

5. Are these spending needs for federal
mandates included in your answer to ques-
tion 1? Circle one for each mandate listed.

Does not
Federal mandates m‘im
unknawn

Yes— No—not
included  included

Accessibility for students with

disabilities

Managing/correc!
Asbestos

Lead in watet/paint .. i
I.Indnr%mnd slorage tanks

(UsTs) A

Radon ...
Other (specity: ... ¥

£
RARIRI RIRI P2
Wl Wi

6. In what year was a bond issue most re-
cently passed for this district? Enter the last
two digits of the year.

I

7. What was the total amount of this most
recently passed bond issue?

S 4
8. How much money did this most recently
passed bond 1ssue provide for the items listed
below? Enter zero if none.

Ttems Amount Provided
Construction of new schools ........
Repalr/renovation/modernization

of existing schools
Asbestos removal ..
Removal of Underg'rnund St.orage

Tank (USTs)
Removal of other environmental

conditions .
Purchase of camput.ers “
Purchase of telecommuni a.tlons

equipment ..

Access for st.udants with dlsabl]—
ities

9. During the last 10 years, how many bond
issues have failed to pass?
bond issues falled to pass
10. Do you currently have a bond issue be-
foge the electorate? Circle one.
es...

E

SECTION 11.—SCHOOL INFORMATION

This section asks about the first school
shown on the Instruction Sheet enclosed
with this survey.

1. Name of school: Please enter the name of
the first school shown on the Instruction
Sheet.

School’s survey Identification number:
Please enter the survey identification num-
ber of the flrst school shown on the instruc-
tion sheet.

2. If any of the following statements are
true for this school, please circle the number
of the appropriate answer. Circle all that
apply.

This school teaches only postsecond-
ary (beyond grade 12) or adult edu-

cation Students ... 1
This school is no longer in operation 2
This school is a private school, not a

public school i imaanrencasin 3

This institution or organization is
NOL 8 B0R00L s ivvis Gassabsaiissassanonss sariats 4
3. Which of the following grades did this
school offer around the first of October, 1993:
Circle all that apply.
Grade 1.
Grade 2 .
Grade 3 .
Grade 4

e GO B
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Grade 5 5
Grade 6 6
Grade 7 .. 7
Grade 8 ... 8
Grade 9 .. 9
Grade 10 ..... = 10
Grade 11 iy 11
[P Lo T (o SRR e e 12
Pre-Kindergarten ........cmenmessissann 13
Ungraded (including upgraded special
education students) .......c.cceeicniianenn 15

Stop! If you marked any of the above state-
ments go to the next school information sec-
tion.

4, What was the total number of Full Time
Equivalent (FTE) students enrolled in this
school around the first of October 19937

total FTE students

5. Does this school house any of its stu-
dents in Instructional facilities located off of
its site, such as rented space In another
school, church, ete.? Circle one.

Yes...1
No...2-—> go to question 8

6. How many of this school’'s Full Time
Equivalent (FTE) students are housed In off-
site Instructional facilities?

FTE students housed off-site

7. How many total square feet of off-site
instructional facilitles does this school
have? If exact measurements are not readily
available, give your best estimate.

total square feet off-site

8. How many original bulldings, attached
and/or detached permanent additions to the
original buildings, and temporary buildings
does this school have on-site? If this school
does not have any permanent additions or
any temporary buildings on-site, enter zero
for these categories.

On-Site Bulldings—Number

Original buildings—

Attached and/or detached permanent addi-
tions to original bulldings—___
Temporary buildings—

9. How many total square feet do the origi-
nal buildings, the attached and/or detached
permanent additions, and the temporary
buildings have? If exact measurements are
not readily avallable, give your best esti-
mate. If this school does not have any per-
manent additions or any temporary build-
ings on-site, enter zero for these categories.
On-Site Bulldings—Total Square Feet
Original buildings—

Attached and/or detached permanent addi-
tions to original buildings—
Temporary buildings—

10. What is the overall condition of the
original buildings, the attached and/or de-
tached permanent additions, and the tem-
porary buildings? Refer to the rating scale
shown below, and circle one for each cat-
egory of buillding. If this school does not
have any permanent additions or any tem-
porary buildings onsite, circle “0."”

Overall condition includes both physical
condition and the abllity of the buildings to
meet the functional requirements of instruc-
tional programs.

Rating Scale

Excellent: new or easlly restorable to “like
new’’ condition; only minimal routine main-
tenance required.

Good: only routine maintenance or minor
repair required.

Adequate; some preventive malntenance
and/or corrective repair required.

Fair: falls to meet code and functional re-
quirement in some cases; failure(s) are in-
convenient; extensive corrective mainte-
nance and repair required.

Poor; consistent substandard performance;
fallure(s) and disruptive and costly; falls
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most code and functional requirements; re-
quires constant attention, renovation, or re-
placement. Major corrective repair or over-
haul required.

Replace: Non-operational or significantly
substantial performance. Replacement re-
quired.

o Ade- Re-
e 5 2
On-site buildings aot &I; Good quate Fair  Poor place
have

Onginal buildings ... L1 1 2 3 4 § [
At and/or de-

tached permanent

additions 1z origi-

nal buildings ..... 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Temporary buildings ] 1 2 3 4 5 6

11. What would probably be the total cost
of all repairs/renovations/modernizations re-
quired to put this school's on-site buildings
in good overall condition? Give your best es-
timate. If this school’s on-site bulldings are
already in good (or better) overall condition,
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Deem
# Yes—
Endernf mandatey pekyy Included  included
unknown
Accessibility for students with dis-
abilities 2 3
I 2 3
i 2 3
1 2 i
1 2 3

16. Overall, what is the physical condition
of each of the building features listed below
for this school’s on-site buildings? Refer to
the rating scale shown below, and circle one
for each bullding feature listed.

Rating Scale

Excellent: new or easily restorable to ‘‘like
new'' condition; only minimal routine main-
tenance required.

Good: only routine maintenance or minor
repair required.

Some- Mot
what

iy very
wel well

i<3§

Small group instruction ... 1
Large group (50 or mare students) in-
struction
Storage of altem
ment materials
Display of alternat
ment materials .. s
Parent support activities, such a5 tutor-
ing, planning, making materials, etc.
Social/Health Care Services 5
Teachers' planning .............. a
Private areas for student mmhng and

e e et
RIRIRIRIRI RIRIAD R RS R RO
WWWWW DWW W W W W

4
4
4
4
4

20. How satisfactory or unsatisfactory is
each of the following environmental factors
in this school’s on-site bulldings? Circle one
for each factor listed.

Adequate; some preventive maintenance Very fis i Very un-
:m‘;er zer:onb and/or corrective repalir required. Environmental factor [?;":& IS::I:q ;.:&'i,’ If;"’;';
12. On which of the sources listed below is _ Fair: falls to meet code °"i functional re-
this estimae based? Circle ALL that apply. Juirement in some cases; fallure(s) are I Loues T
Does not apply—already in good (or nance and repair required. Ventilation . 1 2 3 4
b““;a)uf;ﬁm” condition .............. Poor: consistent substandard performance; - S : : 3 .
fallure(s) are disruptive and costly; fails Flexbility of instructional
Facilities inspection(syassess- most code and functional requirements; re- space (e.g., expandability,
mhggm(S] porfo:{}med} Iw"‘mg the }:'3“ quires constant attention, renovation, or re- g sireny o 1 $ 3 p
tl ei years by llcensed profes- placement. Major corrective repair or over- Physical seurity of bulldings . 1 2 3 1
R: 0!118} - G Tt E{“;J““a ...... i i ........... 1 haul required.
Lestbadel) intas LBl D 3 Replace: Non-operational or significantly  21. Does this school have air conditioning
::zl: nﬁ;?;iﬁ ft:l;lng PrIopmed nod/ o Substandard performance. Replacement re- in classrooms, administrative offices, and/or
Capital !.mprovernan-i:.;i‘faéﬁia.e;'"r-l;a..;-. e, Othey kressiiCiroie AL ShEUADRLY.
ter plan or schedule ........ 3 ::’ m = ,i,
g"!; best pr?fasliilor‘lial judgm 4 \fe:' in other areas n_x_m ...................... 3
1:0 ?Sonsooterlatrlctadminism- s Building feature E.:ﬂe:v Good :::[‘ T nlll;. No. no air conditioning in this school at all 4 (g0 to question 23)
Other (specify: ) (] ool 0 2 3 p 5 . 22. How satisfactory or unsatisfactory is
13. During the last 3 years, how much ;ram.n}'"iﬁé;"ﬁ'.];a;{.;ﬁ;' | 3 3 & 5 ¢ °thealr conditioning in classroon}’s. adminis-
money has been spent on the federal man-  Exterior walls finishes, win- : trative offices, and/or other areas? Circle one
dates listed below for this school's on-site % & oo 1 2 3 4 3 & foreach category listed.
buildings? Include money spent in 1993-1994.  Plumbing .............. i St (e L SRR v v
If exact amounts are not readily available, H!m- ventilation, air T sty Satis  Unsalis. 'R
glve your best estimate. Enter zero If none. g Sncionne - f ; g H g g foctory  factony facky g
Circle 1" If spending was not needed. Electrical lighting 1 2 3 4 5 6 :
) s Life safety codes . 1. 2 3 4 5 g Hrconditioning in.
Federal mandates—spending not :dmlm oA } ; § :
Amount spent  17. Do this school’s on-site buildings have oot i F 3 A
Accessibility for students with sufficlent capability in each of the commu-
HSADIEIER—1 i e airieiirimns " X .00 nications technology elements listed below 23. Does this school participate in the Na-
Managing/correcting: to meet the functional requirements of mod- tional School Lunch Program? Circle one.
ASDEStoS—1 ......ceversennrnoren ern educational technology? Circle one for 1
Lead in water/paint—I ... each element listed. 2
Underground storage tanks

Other (specify: ___)—1..

14. How much money will pra‘ba.hly need to
be spent during the next 3 years on these fed-
eral mandates for this school’s on-site build-
ings? If exact amounts are not readily avail-
able, gilve your best estimate. If spending
will not be needed, circle “1.” If unknown,
circle “2.”

RO 706 A
ing wil n- unt prol
Federal mandates notbe el ably needed
needed
Accessibility for students with dis-
abilities ........ i ! 2 3 00
Hanumycomhng
1 2.9 00
hﬂddgm mtﬂ!n;l‘}:mt e 1 2. % 00
n nd storage tanks
ILE%U 1 i LR
1 2 Y 00
1 2y 00

15. Are these spending needs for federal
mandates included in your answer to ques-
tion 11? Circle one for each mandate listed.

Mod-
erate-
suffi- Iy

sufti-
cient

Some-
Not
what suffi-

suffi-
cient et

Technology elements

Computers for instructional use ...........
Computer printers for instructional use ..
Computer networks for instructional use

BmS .
Ieleohm Tines for modems .
lnlenhwes m instructional are

laszr msl nlmrsM;RS

puter network :ahl&s S
Fiber optic cable e~
Electrical wining for computers/commu-

CtIONS LECHABIORY w.vvvrrrccsserimmrcsis 1
Electrical power for computers/commu-

L TR T — w 1

R e T T Y T

ROR PRI RIRIRIRIRI R RO RS
W W LD G0 G G L L e

18. How many computers for instructional
use does this school have? Include computers
at both on-site bulldings and off-site Instruc-
tional facilities.

computers for instructional use

19. How well do this school’s on-site build-
ings meet the functional requirement of the
activities listed below? Circle one for each
activity listed.

24. Regardless of whether this school par-
ticipates In the National School Lunch Pro-
gram, around the first of October, 1993, were
any students In this school eligible for the
program? Circle one.

1
2 (go to question 27)
3 (go to quastion 27)

25. Around the first of October, 1993, how
many applicants in this school were ap-
proved for the National School Lunch Pro-
gram? Enter zero if none.

applicants approved

26. Around the first of October, 1993, how
many students in this school received free or
reduced lunches through the National School
Lunch Program? Enter zero if none.

recipients

27. How many students in this school were
absent on the most recent school day? If
none were absent, please enter zero.

students absent

28. What type of school is this? Circle one.

Regular elementary or secondary ...... 1
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Elementary or secondary with spe-
cial program emphasis—for exam-
ple, science/math school, perform-
ing arts high school, talented/gifted
school, forelgn language immersion

school, ete. 2
Special aducatlon——prlmarlly "serves
students with disabilities ............... 3

Vocational/technical—primarily
serves students being trained for
OCOUDALIONS vivvicivsmviemvssivisioreisnabassidss 4
Alternative—offers a curriculum de-
signed to provide alternative or
nontraditional education; does not
specifically fall into the categories
of regular, special education, or vo-
cational school
29. Does this school offer a magnet pro-
gram? Circle one.
Yes 5% 1
No
If this is the last school listed on your in-
struction sheet, please go directly to the last
page of this questionnaire.
COMMENTS
Do you have any comments you would like
to make about school facilities? Circle one.
ges 21—Plea.se use the space below.
0

APPENDIX V
DATA POINTS FOR REPORT FIGURES
Tables in this appendix provide data for
the figures in the report.

TABLE V.1.—DATA FOR FIGURE 1: SCHOOL OFFICIALS RE-
PORT BILLIONS NEEDED FOR REPAIRS AND TO COMPLY
WITH FEDERAL MANDATES IN THE NEXT 3 YEARS

Amount needed to All schools

Make all repairs required to put schools in good
OVRrall CONTINION .oooeeiseensiscosseniesisnins $101,200,000,000
Frmu accessibility for disabled students . 5,183,407.780
asbestos 2,395,445,006
Manage/correct inu in water and paint .. 386,647,141
Manage/correct umlmmnd storage tanks 303,004,301
g radon 31,521,318
't other i 2,380,065,108

TABLE V.2.—DATA FOR FIGURE 2: AMOUNT SCHOOLS RE-
PORTED SPENDING OVER THE LAST 3 YEARS AND NEED
IN THE NEXT 3 YEARS TO FULFILL FEDERAL MANDATES

i Reported needed
Reported spent in
Federal mandate the last 3 years in the next 3
years
Au;esslbulﬂy for students with dis-

ADIRISE: ..o it $1519.755,380  $5,183.407.780
Manag ashestos 1.728.277,353 2,395,445,006
M f other 200,885,750 2,380,065, 108
Mmgdcnmcl lead in water/

L Pt e W 46,241,652 386,647,141
Manage/correct underground stor-

AR LIRS i 302,014,943 303,004,301
Manage! radon 13,854,263 31521318

TABLE V.3.—DATA FOR FIGURE 3: PERCENT OF BUILD-
INGS REPORTED IN LESS-THAN-ADEQUATE OVERALL
CONDITION

Percentage of
less-than-ade-
quate buildings

279
%.2

179

Type of building

Original
.Pmcheﬂ andfor detached permanent additions to original

TABLE V.4 —DATA FOR FIGURE 4: BUILDING REPAIRS
REPORTED NEEDED IN AMERICA'S SCHOOLS

Percentage of
schools report-
ing less-than-
adequate
building fea-
tures

364

Type of building

HVAC
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TABLE V.4.—DATA FOR FIGURE 4: BUILDING REPAIRS
REPORTED NEEDED IN AMERICA'S SCHOOLS—Continued

Percentage of
mr::erl
g ing an-
Type of building adequate

building fea-

tures
Plumbing 298
Roofs 213
Exterior walls, finishes, windows, 90075 .o.covrcvccrmscmscssones 266
Electrical power 26.4
Ek | lighting 254
Interior finishes, trims 4.1
Life safety codes 19.0
Framing. floors, 179

TABLE V.5—DATA FOR FIGURE 5: PERCENTAGE OF
SCHOOLS REPORTING UNSATISFACTORY OR VERY UN-
SATISFACTORY ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS

February 2, 1995

In¢., prepared for Hawall’s State Department of
Education (Tallahassee, Fla.: 1984). See also our
forthcoming report on state role in school factlities.

UThe Impact Ald program is administered by the
Department of Education and provided $12 million in
fiscal year 1994 for constructing and renovating
schools in districts that educate ‘‘federally con-
nected™ children, such as those whose parents live
and/or work on military installations and Indian
reservations.

12:*Toxic Sub Information on Costs and Fi-
nancial Ald to Schools to Control Asbestos™ (GAO/
RCED-92-67FS, Jan. 15, 1992).

13 Bullding features include roofs; framing, foors,
and foundations; exterior walls, finishes, windows,
and doors; intertor finishes and trims; plumbing,
heating, wventilation, air conditioning; electrical
power; electrical lighting; and life safety codes.

4 Environmental factors include lighting, heating,
ventilation, indoor air quality, acoustics for noise
control, energy efficiency, and physical security of
bulldings. Although flexibility of instructional space
1s included as an environmental factor in our ques-

Percentage of  tlonnaire (see app. IV), we are not addressing those
schools report-  Issues in this report. They will be addressed in a

Type of enviranmental condition g lessthan-  forthcoming report.
Iuier::r'n?nt?ll BWe are referring to maintenance as the upkeep
conditions of property and equipment while repair 1s work to
restore da d or worn-out property to a normal

ACQUSHCS for NOISE COMIDY ....oeoccmcmscsmssssinnmciness 281 operating condition.
ilati 7.1 16 Repalr and Maintenance of School Buildings™
Physical security of building 242 (National Audit Office, Report by the Controller and
Eﬂﬂ air quality }ag Auditor General, London, England, Ordered by the

Lightl'mll 155 House of Commons to be printed July 25, 1991).
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Assistant Director, |

1"We asked district officials what would probably
be the total cost of all repairs and renovations re-
quired to put all of the district’s schools In good
overall condition.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, I wish to thank the GAO staff for
their exhaustive work in an area that
Senator HARKIN and I have recognized
as a critical issue of readiness for edu-
cational excellence in this country.
And that is what I call the dirty little
secret of the condition of America’s
schools.

The GAO report makes it clear what
the American people already know: our
schools are deteriorating and we need
to fix them. Infrastructure investment
is just another way of saying the obvi-
ous; that we need to reverse the dec-
ades-long habit of trying to ignore the
decay while we struggle to eke out
money for programs. We have delayed
maintenance for too long in too many
schools and now the results of that ne-
glect are unmistakable. The chickens,
literally, have come home to roost.

Some 14 million children, Mr. Presi-
dent, attend schools that are reported
needing extensive repair or replace-
ment. These schools are distributed na-
tionwide. Recent research has con-
cluded that facilities in poor condition
may contribute to students’ poor per-
formance. It is inherently unfair to
hold youngsters to nationwide stand-
ards for achievement if they do not
have an equal opportunity to learn. It
is frightening that major repair and
renovation needs exist in fully a third
of the 80,000 schools in our country and
that over 60 percent of that number re-
ported at least one major feature in
disrepair, needing extensive overhaul if
not replacement. Most schools reported
multiple problems of this nature.

These are not just cosmetic concerns.
And I would like my staff to put up
some pictures.

This is a series of pictures showing
classroom conditions. You will notice
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that this science lab looks like it has
been the victim of a failed science ex-
periment. But can you imagine our
youngsters trying to study the sciences
and be competitive in this world econ-
omy trying to learn in facilities like
that.

Here is one with peeling lead-based
paint; burned out lights; unrepaired
fire damage. Here is one: Water damage
caused buckling floors and missing
tiles; more water damage; termites
eating out the school library shelves.
Here is a basement in a school in Chi-
cago. Here is one of peeling lead-based
paint and burned out lights, which is
not replaceable. But the irony of it,
Mr. President, is the little sign here on
the blackboard that says “academic
success.’’ It is hard to think that some-
one can achieve academic success in a
setting like this.

These are not just cosmetic concerns.
When we speak of major repair needs,
we are referring to conditions that are
unsafe or even harmful to children’s
health. The GAO report estimates that
the Nation's schools need $112 billion
to repair and upgrade America’'s invest-
ment in school facilities to bring them
to good overall condition. Just to com-
ply with the Federal mandates to re-
move asbestos, or lead paint, or radon
and pesticides and hazardous materials
is estimated to require $11 billion. We
are courting disaster if we fail to rec-
ognize that these capital needs relate
directly to the health and safety of our
children in the environment second in
importance only to the home.

For example, some 7 million children
attended schools with life safety code
violations, some 11 million in schools
with electrical problems, 15 million in
schools with heating and air quality
problems, and 12 million with plumbing
problems; 11.9 million children attend
schools with leaky roofs, and 7 million
with hazardous floors. We have allowed
the deterioration to continue to a
point that the courts are beginning to
step in, as was done here in the Na-
tion's Capital and in New York, to re-
quire that life-threatening conditions
be rectified. Sometimes, as in a recent
student strike in Chicago, the children
take matters in their own hands.

The Education Infrastructure Act is
a small, first step toward putting Fed-
eral support where the needs are. It is
included in Goals 2000, and was appro-
priated last year at the $100 million
level. I hope we will have the support
of the President to keep this money in
the budget, and to increase the appro-
priation this year. Time is not on our
side, deferred investment will just
make it more, not less expensive to
correct. I hope to have the support re-
quired to give this initiative the prior-
ity it deserves.

I first became aware of the problems
facing our Nation’'s education infra-
structure while serving in the Illinois
House of Representatives. Throughout
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my 2% terms in office, I visited school
districts across the State and wit-
nessed the deteriorating condition of
public school facilities in both urban
and rural districts alike.

Yet, it was not until I began working
on education legislation in the U.S.
Senate, that I learned that the Federal
Government had not collected data on
the condition of our Nation'’s public
school facilities since 1965.

Knowing that my efforts to improve
our Nation's education infrastructure
would be limited by insufficient data, I
sent a letter to the General Accounting
Office last yvear, which was cosigned by
Senators KENNEDY, PELL, SIMON, and
WEILLSTONE, requesting a comprehen-
sive, nationwide study on the condition
of our Nation's public school facilities.

In responding to my request, the
General Accounting Office surveyed a
random sample of our Nation's 15,000
school districts and 80,000 public
schools from April to December 1994.
GAO staff members also visited 41
schools in 10 school districts across the
country to supplement their guan-
titative data with personal observa-
tions.

Based on responses from 7.8 percent
of the schools sampled, GAO concluded
that our Nation’s public schools need
$112 billion to restore their facilities to
good overall condition—including $6
billion to make programs accessible to
all students and 85 billion to correct or
remove hazardous substances.

More specifically, GAO found that
out of the 42 million public school stu-
dents in the United States: 14 million
or 33 percent of all students attend
schools that need to extensively repair
or replace one or more buildings; 59
percent attend schools that need to re-
pair or replace one or more building
features; and 52 percent attend schools
that have at least one unsatisfactory
environmental condition.

As I said, we are not speaking of cos-
metic concerns. We are referring to
conditions that are unsafe or even
harmful to the safety and well being of
our children,

According to the GAO report, this
situation is one that is pervasive, it is
widespread, and runs the gamut in
terms of conditions. I would like my
staff to take this set of pictures down
and put up the one regarding plumbing
conditions and the like.

Mr. President, I am going to digress
for a moment while my staff displays
the next set of pictures. I have a teen-
age son. If anything, the youngsters
know this. This is not a surprise to any
of the pages sitting here. They know of
some school in the community from
which they come that has this kind of
problem. It is a widespread problem. It
is a nationwide problem. It is an urban
as well as rural problem. These pic-
tures are from urban school districts
specifically.

Here is a toilet used to redirect sew-
age from a broken pipe in the wall here
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in Washington, DC—our Nation’s Cap-
ital. This is the kind of infrastructure
disrepair that youngsters must try to
learn in on a daily basis. Can you imag-
ine the activities in the classroom
right next-door to this bathroom?

This next picture is of a home eco-
nomics sink—small wonder you could
not do very well in home economics, if
that is the kind of conditions in which
you have to work.

Mr, President, in addition to these
plumbing concerns, I would also like
you to take an opportunity to look at
some of the external problems. Young
people do not cause the fascia to crack
or the structural damage. Here is one
of a front door which is a life and safe-
ty violation. The front door is chained
so the students cannot be injured by
the holes in the crumbling front steps
of this particular school.

This picture shows structural dam-
age which I can see in the brickwork,
in the fascia. Again, a function of the
failure to invest in repairs and mainte-
nance over time. This picture is of a 30-
year-old portable classroom in New Or-
leans that was built to last for 10 years.
It was designed to be temporary. A
portable classroom that was designed
to be temporary. It is still there and
that is the condition in which it is in—
coming apart at the seams. This pic-
ture shows a demountable classroom
held in place by a steel plate and the
wall, of course, is crumbling under the
windows.

Mr. President, 7 million students at-
tend schools with life safety code viola-
tions; 11 million attend schools with
electrical problems; 15 million attend
schools with heating, ventilation, and
air-conditioning problems; 12 million
attend schools with plumbing prob-
lems; and 11.9 million students attend
schools with leaky roofs.

Mr. President, in preparing their re-
port, GAO staff members traveled
across the country to examine public
school facilities in America’'s urban
communities and found that: In New
York City, A $151 million state-of-the-
art science high school is only blocks
away from another high school housed
in a 100-year-old building which has
served as a stable, fire house, factory,
and office building; this school's ele-
vators do not work, its interior class-
rooms have no windows, it's ventila-
tion system needs major repairs, and
its heating depends on a fireman's
stoking the coal furnace by hand. In
Chicago, a leaking roof at one elemen-
tary school caused floors to buckle and
plaster on the walls and ceilings to
crumble; since the leaking roof also
flooded parts of the electric wiring sys-
tem, one teacher would not turn on her
lights during rainstorms for fear of
electric shock—or fire. In Washington,
DC, water damage from an old steam-
heating system at a 60-year-old junior
high school has caused so much wall
deterioration that an entire wing has
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been condemned; steam damage is also
causing lead-based wall paint to peel.
And, in New Orleans, most of the
school buildings have no air-condi-
tioning although the average morning
relative humidity in New Orleans is 87
percent; Formosan termites have also
deteriorated the structure of many
schools; in one elementary school, ants
ate books on shelves as well as the
shelves themselves.

GAO staff members also visited pub-
lic school facilities in America’s rural
communities and found similar prob-
lems.

In Raymond, WA, one elementary
school is made of wood, a potential fire
hazard, and the 70-year-old high school
is made of unreinforced concrete that
probably can not withstand earth-
quakes.

In Ramona, CA, one elementary
school is comprised solely of portable
classrooms with no cafeteria or audito-
rium; one portable room serves as a li-
brary, computer lab, music room, and
art room. and, in Grandview, WA, the
middle school, which was built to
house 475 students, currently enrolls
700, while the elementary school de-
signed for 375, now enrolls 464 students.

At this point I would also like to
raise the issue of school overcrowding,
because, this issue also causes facili-
ties to become inadequate. So you have
damage as we see here in these pictures
exacerbated by just the numbers of
children that are crowding into inad-
equate facilities.

Mr. President, the American system
of public education has historically
given local school boards primary re-
sponsibility for maintaining our Na-
tion’s education infrastructure.

For a long time, local school boards
were able to meet that responsibility.
However, the ability of local school
boards to continue to meet that re-
sponsibility has steadily declined, in
large part because of escalating costs
in the operating budget.

To build schools, local school boards
rely on local property taxes. And, as we
all know, school boards in every State
in the country are finding it increas-
ingly difficult to support their instruc-
tional programs, much less their school
facilities, with local property taxes.

Local property taxes are an inad-
equate source of funding for public edu-
cation becanse they make the quality
of public education dependent on the
local property wealth.

Two districts in Illinois illustrate the
gross disparities created by our current
school financing system.

In 1990, the owner of a $100,000 home
in a prosperous community paid $2,103
in local property taxes. This commu-
nity spent an average of $10,085 per
child in its public schools. On the other
hand, the owner of a $100,000 home in a
low- and moderate-income community
paid $4,139 in local property taxes, al-
most twice as much, but was only able
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to spend $3,483 per child in its public
schools—less than one-third of the
money the more prosperous commu-
nity was spending, and for a host of
reasons that goes to local schools.

In their responses to the GAO survey,
school officials reported that they have
difficulty raising money for needed re-
pairs and renovation, in large part, be-
cause of the demands of their operating
budgets as well as an antitax senti-
ment among voters resulting in the
failure of bond issues.

In other words the local property tax
is an inadequate, inelastic base for
funding schools generally, but it has
the particularly Draconian effect with
regard to infrastructure and facilities
because the school districts do not
want to have to go back to the tax-
payers in order to meet these kinds of
repairs.

In fact, 33 percent of school districts
reported that they have had an average
of two bond issues fail in the past 10
vears and that bond proceeds are often
much less than needed for repairs. For
example, GAO found that: In Montgom-
ery, AL, voters defeated a local tax ref-
erendum to remove all portable build-
ings and build new schools on June 28,
1994; and, in Pomona, CA, a $62.5 mil-
lion bond issue was submitted to the
voters after a survey indicated that the
$200 million needed for repairs would be
rejected by the voters.

In short, one survey respondent com-
mented that:

The current puolic attitudes about the
economy and education are generally so neg-
ative that passing a bond referendum is a
fantasy.

Mr. President, the Federal Govern-
ment, as well as most States, continue
to force local school districts to rely
increasingly on local property taxes for
public education, in general, and for

school repair and construction
projects, in particular.
In Illinois, for example, the local

share of public education funding in-
creased from 48 percent during the
1980-81 school year to 58 percent during
the 1992-93 school year, while the State
share fell from 43 to 34 percent during
this same period.

So what we see is a continuing shift-
ing of the burden to the local property
taxpayer, and the local property tax-
payer is not able to go any further to
meet this need.

At the same time, State support for
the repair, renovation, alteration, and
construction of public school facilities
has fallen even more dramatically in
Illinois—one of 23 State that provides
little or no funding for school facilities
projects.

Although the Illinois General Assem-
bly created the Capital Assistance Pro-
gram in the early 1970's to help local
school districts finance school repair
and construction projects, support for
this program has diminished rapidly.

During fiscal years 1985 through 1990,
the State of Illinois appropriated only
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$18 million for local school repair and
construction projects, and then only on
an individual direct-grant basis.

I point out also that the last time
this issue even was reviewed at a State
level in our State was in 1987 when the
Illinois Board of Education thought
our rural districts alone needed over
$500 million to restore their facilities
to good overall conditions. The GAO
report found that Chicago public
schools need $2.9 billion.

Mr. President, the Federal Govern-
ment must accept a share of the blame
for failing to provide our Nation’s chil-
dren with school environments which
are conducive to learning.

In just the last decade alone, the
Federal Government’s share of public
education funding has dropped from 9.8
to 6.1 percent.

That could make a lot of difference
when it comes to providing an environ-
ment in which young people can learn.

The Federal Government has histori-
cally addressed the problems facing our
Nation's public schools by passing im-
portant legislation including: Section
504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973;
the Asbestos Hazard Emergency Re-
sponse Act of 1986; and the Americans
with Disabilities Act of 1990. While
these laws have laudable goals, they
have the effect of passing on even
greater costs to already overburdened
school districts.

The GAO report states clearly that
these mandates alone, account for $11
billion of the $112 billion needed to fix
our schools.

Last year, Congress passed the Goals
2000: Educate America Act which Presi-
dent Clinton signed into law on March
31, 1994. I supported this legislation be-
cause it promises to create a coherent,
national framework for education re-
form founded on the national education
goals.

Since one essential building block of
reform is better school facilities, I am
pleased that Goals 2000 includes an
amendment I introduced that directs
the national education standards and
improvement council to develop vol-
untary national opportunity-to-learn
standards which address the condition
of school facilities.

Nonetheless, I firmly believe that it
is inherently unfair to expect our chil-
dren to meet national performance
standards if they do not have an equal
opportunity to learn.

That is why I introduced the Edu-
cation Infrastructure Act last April.
This legislation, which was included in
the reauthorization of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act [ESEA],
is specifically designed to help local
school districts ensure the health and
safety of students through the repair,
renovation, alteration, and construc-
tion of school facilities.

With the help of my distinguished
colleague from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], I
was able to include $100 million in the
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1995 Department of Education budget
for the education infrastructure pro-
gram. While this appropriation level
represents a drop in the bucket in
terms of our Nation’s education infra-
structure needs, it is significant, none-
theless, because it is the first drop.

The Education Infrastructure Act re-
quires the Secretary of Education to
award funds to school districts with at
least 15 percent child poverty rates and
urgent repair and renovation needs.

This legislation further targets pro-
gram funds by requiring the Secretary
to award funds among eligible school
districts on the basis of:

The number or percentages of chil-
dren in poverty:

The extent to which they lack the
fiscal capacity to undertake the
project without Federal assistance;

The threat the physical condition of
the plant poses to the safety and well-
being of students; and

The age of the facility to be replaced.

Mr. President, the Education Infra-
structure Act does not infringe upon
local conftrol over public education in
any way. Rather, it seeks to supple-
ment, augment, and assist local efforts
to support education in the least intru-
sive way possible by helping local
school boards support the repair, ren-
ovation, alteration, and construction
of our Nation's public elementary and
secondary school facilities.

Mr. President, the Education Infra-
structure Act will help our children
learn by providing an environment con-
ducive to learning. In her research at
Georgetown University, Maureen Ed-
wards found that students in poor
school facilities can be expected to fall
5.5 percentage points below those in
schools in fair condition and 11 per-
centage points below those in schools
in excellent condition.

For all of these reasons, the Edu-
cation Infrastructure Act was enthu-
siastically endorsed by the National
PTA, the National Education Associa-
tion, the National School Boards Asso-
ciation, the American Association of
School Administrators, the Council of
Great City Schools, the National Com-
mittee for Adequate School Housing,
the City University of New York, the
AFI1~CIO Building and Trades Commis-
sion, the Military Impacted Schools
Association, the American Library As-
sociation, the American Federation of
Teachers, the National Association of
Federal Education Program Adminis-
trators, ASPIRA, the Council of Edu-
cation [Facilities Planners Inter-
national, and the American Federation
of School Administrators.

Mr. President, I have taken the time
today to highlight the results of the
GAO report as well as the merits of the
Education Infrastructure Act because
Republican Members of Congress are
currently preparing legislation that
would rescind the $100 million appro-
priated for the Education Infrastruc-
ture Act in 1995.
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Needless to say, I am vehemently op-
posed to any proposal that would force
Congress to take this giant leap back-
ward. In my view, it would be uncon-
scionable for Congress to withdraw
funding for the Education Infrastruc-
ture Act—especially now given the re-
sults of the GAO report.

Mr. President, I would like to con-
clude my remarks by urging my col-
leagues to read the *“Condition of
America’s Schools” report for them-
selves and to join me in working to se-
cure funding for the Education Infra-
structure Act in 1995 and 1996.

Rather, I believe that President Clin-
ton should include at least $200 million
for the Education Infrastructure Pro-
gram in his fiscal year 1996 budget re-
quest and that Congress should meet
this request.

By providing this needed and long
overdue support, we will begin to ad-
dress our failure to adequately engage
Federal resources in behalf of prepar-
ing our children for competition in this
global economy and securing the future
of our Democratic institutions. This is
not in our children's interest; this is in
our national interest.

Mr. SHELBY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama is recognized.

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT
TO THE CONSTITUTION

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the joint resolution.

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, we are
involved here in a truly historic de-
bate. The proposed balanced budget
amendment will decide the fate of
America for years to come. Our deci-
sion will dictate whether our children
and grandchildren will live free and
prosper from the fruits of their labor
or, on the other hand, live in a Third
World economy subservient to the eco-
nomic leaders of other industrialized
nations in the world.

Debtors are never free to choose.
They are never free to choose. They are
only subject to the dominion of their
creditors. We all know this.

Interest payments on the national
debt now are expected to be $310 billion
this year. Interest payments on the na-
tional debt are expected to be $310 bil-
lion. Think of it. That comes out to be
about $4,600 per family, or 52 percent of
all individual income taxes collected in
America this year. The national debt
itself is over $4.75 trillion, going on $5
trillion. Gross domestic product is only
about $6.5 trillion.

Combined, these numbers produce a
debt-to-GDP ratio of 73 percent. As the
debt continues to grow, so inevitably
does the tax burden on the American
people. Granted, Mr. President, we
have gotten away with debt in the
past, but the time to pay the bill is
rapidly approaching. The global mar-
kets are beginning to experience a cap-
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ital crunch. European economies are
expanding and picking up steam.
Southeast Asian markets are booming.
Japan is calling on its reserves to re-
build infrastructure after the earth-
quake.

In short, Mr. President, demand for
capital is simply growing faster than
can be supplied and, as a result, inves-
tors are being more selective about
which markets they place their money
in, as they should be.

A very clear and primary concern of
financial markets is a nation’s poor
economic policies and its debt struc-
ture. I submit here today that the lack
of budget discipline we display here in
the United States is not highly re-
garded among any investor in the
world. Our current account stood at
$104 billion in 1993. This means we ei-
ther sold $104 billion in assets to for-
eign entities, borrowed $§104 billion
from foreign entities, or a combination
of the two.

Although a current account deficit in
and of itself is not a bad thing, the ac-
cumulation of persistent current ac-
count deficits, over time, leads to a
great big external debt. These deficits
identify a systematic shortfall of sav-
ings below investment, due to an ex-
pansion of consumption relative to in-
come. The implication is that we bor-
row to finance current consumption ex-
penditures that have no effect on eco-
nomic growth or future income in this
country. In other words, the Govern-
ment is borrowing abroad to finance an
excess of expenditures over income. We
are living beyond our means.

Projections of higher current account
deficits run well into the foreseeable
future. The former Chairman of the
Federal Reserve Board, Paul Volcker,
for whom we all have great respect, has
warned of the current account deficit
addiction, as he calls it.

He said:

* * » we simply cannot afford to become
addicted to drawing on increasing amounts
of forelgn savings to help finance our inter-
nal economy. Part of our domestic indus-
try—that part dependent on exports, or com-
peting with Imports—would be sacrificed.
The stability of the dollar and of our domes-
tic financial markets would become hostage
to events abroad. If recovery is to proceed
elsewhere, as we want, other countries will
Increasingly need their own savings. Al-
though we do not know when, the process
eventually would break down.

Those are not my words. They are
the words of Dr. Volcker. We cannot,
Mr. President, continue to finance our
debt through a balance of payments
deficit unless we want to find ourselves
in the same type of crisis as Mexico, or
perhaps Canada.

Mexico, as we all know, is in dire fi-
nancial straits. The cause of Mexico’s
problems is based on large budget and
current account deficits. Mexico tried
to finance consumption by running a
current account deficit at nearly 8 per-
cent of the gross domestic product, liv-
ing well beyond their means. Financial
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markets realized the risk of holding
Mexican currency and proceeded in a
widespread selloff of the peso. Mexico
was virtually helpless in its ability to
manage monetary policy due to what?
Their structural debt problem.

Now, Mr. President, private investors
will not even prop up the peso without
a guarantee from the United States or
something similar to that, the Presi-
dent announced.

If you look to our north, another
neighbor is financially destitute. Can-
ada's long-suffering dollar is at a 9-
year low. Canada has the second high-
est ratio of debt-to-gross domestic
product of any industrialized country,
and 35 percent of all Federal revenues
in Canada go to service the debt. In ad-
dition, Canada ran a $30 billion balance
of payments deficit in this past year.
Canada is in serious trouble. Some
Third World countries have a better
handle on their debt than our neighbor
to the north.

The fiscal order of Canada is forecing
real budget decisions and real budget
cuts. No fiddling around the edges,
Canada is on the verge of becoming a
Third World country if they do not
take immediate and radical steps to
address their debt problem.

Mexico and Canada, for us, provide
valuable, tangible lessons of what hap-
pens if a country does not address its
debt. Some will agree but then point
out that a balanced budget amendment
is not the means to achieve fiscal re-
straint. We have heard it before. They
say, “‘All we need is the will to balance
the budget.” That is a common refrain.
Unfortunately, Mr. President, the col-
lective will is not present in this body.

In a 1932 radio speech, President
Franklin Delano Roosevelt said, ‘‘Any
government, like any family, can for a
year spend a little more than it earns.
But you and I know that a continuance
of that habit means the poorhouse.”

Well, President Roosevelt knew what
he was talking about. Our continued
habit has produced deficits in 33 out of
the last 34 years in this country. Can
you imagine? In 33 of the last 34 years
we have run a deficit. Presently, there
is no end in sight. I believe every Sen-
ator has the will to balance the budget.
What they will not agree on is the way
to get there. The nature of this institu-
tion instills incentives to vote for addi-
tional expenditures and deficit financ-
ing.

No one likes to take the heat for cut-
ting specific programs. Indeed, many
Senators do not vote to cut programs
for that very reason. That is why we
need a balanced budget amendment—to
instill the individual will for action on
the collective body. Planning strategic
cuts over a period of 7 years will be
much less painful than waiting until
the debt collector is standing at our
door.

Currently, 48 States possess one sort
of a balanced budget requirement or
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another. For them, these restrictions
provide a source of discipline through-
out the budget process. It is an ex-
tremely aristocratic notion to believe
we are better than the States and do
not need such forced discipline to help
us balance the budget, because we all
know better. Congress has proven we
cannot balance the budget on our own,
and we will not.

Canada and Mexico are wake-up
calls. I do not want the United States
to be like Britain in the 1970’s or New
Zealand in the 1980’s. Both had to call
in the International Monetary Fund to
stabilize its falling currency. We had a
scare last year and unless we pass this
amendment, we may very well experi-
ence far worse in the future.

Government deficits reduce national
savings. As a result, the economy accu-
mulates less domestic capital and
fewer foreign assets. The lack of Gov-
ernment investment means that bor-
rowing is not being used to finance in-
creased productivity and therefore will
not provide a foundation for future re-
payment of the debt. Federal Govern-
ment surpluses are pertinent to the re-
payment of the public debt. Some will
say we can raise taxes. I, for one, will
not support an increase in taxes. It has
been proven time and time again, high-
er taxes do not eliminate the deficit.
Instead, experience suggests Congress
will spend all tax revenues plus the
highest deficit markets will accept.

The accumulation of debt will cause
our children and grandchildren to have
lower standards of living, because they
will inherit a smaller capital stock and
because they will have to pay more in-
terest to foreign investors. This reduc-
tion in future living standards reflects
the true burden of Government debt.

To vote against this amendment is to
disregard the obligation we have to
protect and serve not only this country
but the children that we bequeath this
burden to.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Several Senators addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
rise in support of the passage of the
balanced budget amendment. I could
not think of a single issue—not one—
that is more central nor more tied to
what the American people were saying
in these past elections than the bal-
anced budget amendment.

It is interesting to me that in the
President's speech on the state of the
Union, he said something to the effect
that the American people were not
singing to us, they were shouting at us.
On that point, the President is abso-
lutely correct. They were shouting at
Washington and they were demanding
change in the way we govern ourselves.
Eighty to eighty-five percent of the
American people have indicated sup-
port of the passage of an amendment to
the Constitution to balance the budget.

the
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The President said he heard the
shouting, but apparently he has not be-
cause if you heard what they were say-
ing, you would be in front of the train
trying to bring the change that they
are asking for here to Washington and
he would be leading the charge for pas-
sage of the balanced budget amend-
ment.

The President is going to be submit-
ting his budget next week and we will
see what kind of glidepath or pattern
he sets toward approaching a balanced
budget by the year 2002.

I want to repeat, Mr. President, in
the last election, there was no greater
centerpiece than the issue of passage of
a balanced budget amendment. None.
That election had a profound effect on
this administration, which is obvious.
It has found itself in deliberation. It is
talking about reinventing, the Presi-
dent rereading the speeches of 1992,
trying to understand where a dis-
connect occurred. I would suggest that
the administration need not go no fur-
ther than to read what America is say-
ing about the passage of a balanced
budget amendment.

Very often those who speak in oppo-
sition to the passage of the amendment
will cite various sectors of our society
and suggest harm will come to them if
we exercise the discipline of balancing
our budget. I would suggest the com-
plete reverse.

Mr. President, if we do not take
charge of our financial health, the var-
ious constituencies—children, the poor,
the aged, whatever—of our Nation will
be the first victims of a Nation so fi-
nancially unhealthy that it cannot
take care of its critical needs. It is ex-
actly those constituencies.

There is an article in my home paper,
the Atlanta Constitution, that suggests
that a balanced budget amendment
could only be achieved on the backs of
children. How absurd.

The balanced budget amendment is
exactly for children, for the future, for
guaranteeing a country that has suffi-
cient financial strength to defend it-
self, financial strength to care for it-
self. Have we ever known a family, Mr.
President, or a business or a commu-
nity that was able to function if it was
financially unhealthy? I mean, are
bankrupt companies able to do what
they are supposed to do? Absolutely
not. If a family has charged too much
on a credit card, what happens? They
are in trouble. It often leads to even
breakup of the family. A country with-
out having secured financial health
cannot care for itself.

Mr. President, we are engaged in a
defining moment in the history of this
Nation and specifically on the issue of
a balanced budget amendment. This is
a clarification of exactly where we
stand. Are we for changing the way we
govern ourselves in this country in
Washington or are we for leaving ev-
erything just the way it is?
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Mr. President, America has already
made up her mind. She has said just as
loudly as she can—the President is cor-
rect, shouting at us—'‘change.”

One of the reasons I think the Presi-
dent had difficulty in the last midterm
election was that they thought that
was what he was going to do, fight for
change, and they came to know that he
would not. And he has defined the next
2 years of his administration by saying
that he will not support a balanced
budget amendment.

Mr. President, as I said, this is a de-
fining moment. You either stand with
the country that called for change, we
change the manner in which we govern
our finance, or you reject the elections,
you reject what the American people
have called for and you become a de-
fender of Washington just the way it is.
It is just that clear. Are you for change
or do you want it to stay the way it is?

America is calling for change. This is
the chance to answer the call.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
rise in strong support of cutting waste-
ful spending and closing tax loopholes.
I also rise in opposition to this bal-
anced budget amendment to our Con-
stitution. I rise in strong support of fis-
cal discipline, but in opposition to a
fiscal straitjacket that could cripple
our economy and possibly even cause a
depression.

I rise in strong support of balancing
our operating budget, but in opposition
to using the Social Security trust fund
to do it.

I rise in support of a pay-as-you-go
approach to the Government's operat-
ing expenses, but in opposition to an
amendment that ignores the fundamen-
tal principles of capital budgeting
under which virtually all businesses
and States operate.

And I rise in strong support of hold-
ing Congress accountable for deficit
spending, but in opposition to giving
unelected judges the power to raise
taxes and to cut Social Security bene-
fits.

Mr. President, I know that very deep
public concerns have led to the consid-
eration of this amendment. The Amer-
ican people have made it quite clear
that they want to do more to cut
wasteful spending, and I agree. We have
made some progress, but there is still
far too much waste from top-heavy
Government bureaucracies to farm sub-
sidies, the B-2 bomber, star wars, the
space station, and a variety of special
interest tax loopholes. We should do
better.

Americans have every right to be
angry about the deficits and the waste
that contributes to it. Unfortunately,
the balanced budget amendment is not
a magic bullet that is going to kill the
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deficit. I only wish it were. We must be
frank with the American people. This
amendment will not cut a dime of
spending or close a single tax loophole.

As many of my colleagues have urged
on this floor, it is eritical that before
this amendment is approved, its pro-
ponents should tell the American peo-
ple how this is going to get the job
done. Unfortunately, so far, we have
seen very little inclination to do so.

Proponents do not want to tell the
people that taxes for ordinary Ameri-
cans could skyrocket. They do not
want to tell the people that Social Se-
curity benefits could be slashed. They
do not want to tell the people about
lost Medicare services or fewer FBI
agents or fewer border guards, or weak-
ening of immigration enforcement,

Mr. President, are these kinds of
drastic consequences really likely? Let
us just take a look at the numbers.
Proponents of this amendment claim
that they can balance the budget while
increasing military spending and cut-
ting taxes for the very wealthy.

But according to an analysis by the
staff of the Budget Committee, to ac-
complish that and meet the Govern-
ment’'s existing commitments to retir-
ees and Medicare, you would have to
cut everything else literally 50-percent.
Think about that for a moment, Mr.
President: A 50-percent cut in law en-
forcement, a 50-percent cut in edu-
cation, a 50-percent cut in immigration
enforcement, a 50-percent cut in job
training.

The people in my State of New Jer-
sey would pay a very high price for this
amendment, especially if it is adopted
in conjunction with other items in the
so-called Contract With America.

According to a study by the Depart-
ment of Treasury, New Jersey would
lose almost $1 billion annually for pro-
grams like education, job training, en-
vironmental protection, and housing.
We would lose another $200 million for
highways. And to make up for these
and other cuts, State taxes would have
to increase by 17.5 percent across the

board, 17.5 percent.

Our Governor has been working very
hard to reduce the tax burden on the
citizens within our State. Her target is
30 percent. And with this change, we
could be looking at a 17.5 percent in-
crease in taxes.

The balanced budget amendment also
could wreak havoc on our State's econ-
omy. There is a study by a well-re-
spected organization, the Wharton
econometrics group, or WEFA, as they
are known, which analyzed how the
amendment would affect the economy
in the year 2003.

According to WEFA, the amendment
would mean that more than 178,000 peo-
ple would lose their jobs and the unem-
ployment rate would increase by al-
most 5 percent and personal incomes
would decline by about 12 percent.

Again, Mr. President, these are fig-
ures from a well-respected, nonpartisan
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research organization and they should
at least give us serious pause.

I wonder if the American people have
any idea that we are talking about
these kinds of drastic steps. I doubt it.
And one reason is that amendment pro-
ponents have kept the public in the
dark. They refuse to say what will be
necessary if this amendment passes.

Why? Because the public would turn
it down and it would remove this kind
of hide-and-seek cover that is being
used to present this deception, to sug-
gest that the way we are going to solve
our problems is by some formula
change to our Constitution which has
as its structure the separation of pow-
ers and the responsibility for each one
of those divisions of Government.

No, Mr. President, what we are try-
ing to do is escape by this the respon-
sibility that each of us took when we
took our oath under the Constitution
to protect our public and the Constitu-
tion of the United States. What we are
doing is we are seeing a duck-for-cover
tactic that I do not think, in the final
analysis is, A, going to work and, B,
going to answer the problems.

Unfortunately, by the time the pub-
lic learns what this amendment will
really do, it may be too late. That, in
fact, is the admitted strategy of its
proponents, and it is outrageous and
abhorrent as a way to debate an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States.

We should be honest not only about
the cuts and tax increases that are
likely to result from this amendment,
but also about the way the amendment
would hamstring critical efforts to
stimulate the economy during serious
recessions.

When the economy suffers a cyclical
downturn, tax revenues go down, and
spending for unemployment benefits
and other items go up. So the deficit
increases. Under this amendment, Con-
gress would then have to make up the
difference with measures that will sti-
fle the economy even further.

That is not good economic policy,
and it will have extremely serious con-
sequences for ordinary Americans. It
will mean lost jobs and lost wages and,
quite possibly, could send us into an-
other Great Depression before we
would know what hit us. Having lived
through the Depression as a child, I
can tell you, that is something to avoid
like the plague.

Let me discuss another aspect of this
amendment that will take us back-
ward. The amendment proposes to bal-
ance the budget by raiding the Social
Security trust fund. Social Security
represents a sacred trust between the
Government and our citizens. Often, it
is the mainstay of retirees. We have
made a commitment, virtually a con-
tract, with the men and women who
have been paying into that trust fund.
And so it is critical that we keep it off
budget.
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If Congress spends too much on wel-
fare or the military or farm programs,
or if we give too many tax breaks to
the wealthy, why should Social Secu-
rity beneficiaries have to suffer as a re-
sult? They earned their benefits. They
paid into that fund, and it is wrong to
make them pay for Congress’ over-
spending.

Just as it is wrong to include Social
Security in the budget, it is also wrong
to commingle the capital and operat-
ing budgets.

Mr. President, how many times have
we heard the same line: “If ordinary
Americans can balance their family
budgets, if State governments can bal-
ance their budgets, and if businesses
can balance their budgets, why can't
the Federal Government?”’

It is a good question. The real answer
is that families, States, and businesses
balance their operating budgets most
of the time.

But they also borrow for long-term
investments. Families borrow to buy a
house. They borrow to buy a car.
States borrow for capital projects that
will benefit future generations. Every
day, individuals borrow to invest in
their future by taking student loans.
Every day, if they did not, most would
have no future, especially in today’s in-
creasingly technological age. That is
why they do not balance all receipts
and expenditures. They balance only
their operating budgets.

By contrast, Mr. President, this
amendment lumps the capital and op-
erating budgets together and makes no
distinction between investments and
operational expenses. This ignores the
basic standards of budgeting under
which virtually every business in
America operates. As a former CEO of
a major public corporation, Mr, Presi-
dent, I can attest to that. Commingling
the capital and operating budgets
threatens to rob us of investments that
are critical to our Nation's future.

Mr. President, investments are nec-
essary in our Nation's roads, in our
bridges, in our airports, in our air traf-
fic control systems, investments in the
information superhighway, and the
technology of tomorrow. To ignore
these kinds of investments is to ignore
our own future.

We hear it said many times that if we
do not have the balanced budget
amendment, we are delegating to ocur
children and future generations huge
obligations to repay debt, interest, and
principal. Mr. President, as all know, if
you do not make investments in to-
morrow, that really deprives our chil-
dren and our grandchildren of opportu-
nities to learn, to earn, to work, to de-
velop. That is when the real penalty to
our children and grandchildren is going
to come into place. And we can do
something about it. We can reduce our
spending, and we can proceed to a clos-
er balance of our budgets.

We have seen in the last few years,
with the President’s leadership, we

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

have been able to substantially cut our
annual deficit, somewhere around a
half-trillion dollars over the 3-year pe-
riod as contemplated.

This amendment also violates a fun-
damental principle upon which our Na-
tion was founded, and that is the prin-
ciple of no taxation without represen-
tation. The balanced budget amend-
ment is intended to encourage the Con-
gress and the President to agree on
measures to eliminate the deficit, but
what happens if the two branches dis-
agree? What happens if notwithstand-
ing the amendment the budget is still
not in balance? The answer most likely
at least as presently designed is that
the courts eventually would step in to
implement the constitutional require-
ment. That could mean not only cuts
in Social Security, Medicare, and other
Federal benefits but substantial tax in-
creases.

Some proponents of a balanced budg-
et amendment may say that that is not
their intent, but the courts will not be
able to rely on such claims. First,
there is real disagreement among
amendment proponents, and some in-
sist the courts must enforce the
amendment. More importantly, there
is nothing in the amendment itself
that seeks to preclude the courts from
enforcing the amendment’s provisions.
This contrasts starkly with other ver-
sions of a balanced budget amendment.
And so the obvious question for the
courts will be if the amendment is not
intended to preclude judicial enforce-
ment, why does it not include an ex-
plicit statement to that effect?

Mr. President, the court’s power to
interpret and enforce the Constitution
has been well established since the
famed case of Marbury versus Madison.
That long established power is not
likely to be relinquished. So, Mr. Presi-
dent, the threat of judicial taxation
under a balanced budget amendment is
not hypothetical; it is very real. And
that is not just my opinion. Legal ex-
perts of all political stripes agree.

For example, Harvard law professor,
Laurence Tribe, has testified that *‘Ju-
dicial enforcement of the proposed bal-
anced budget amendment would nec-
essarily plunge judges into the heart of
the taxing, spending, and budgetary
process.”

Similarly, the conservative former
Supreme Court nominee, Robert Bork,
who also opposes the balanced budget
amendment, has warned that the
amendment could lead to tax increases
mandated by unelected, lifetime-
tenured judges. In his words,

The judiciary would have effectively as-
sumed a considerable degree of control over
the fiscal affairs of the United States. That
outcome cannot be desired by anyone, in-
cluding the courts.

Mr. President, over 200 years ago,
this country was born after citizens
were burdened with stiff tax increases
imposed by distant elite rulers who did
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not represent the people and who were
unaccountable to them. The rallying
cry of our oppressed forefathers was
clear and compelling, and that same
rallying cry applies to this amend-
ment—no taxation without representa-
tion. I say it again: No taxation with-
out representation. It is permanently
embedded in the earliest of our school-
children. They know about that epi-
sode in American history. They know
the impact that had in the creation of
this wonderful democracy of ours.

Mr. President, it is bad enough that
ordinary Americans are now paying an
unfair portion of the tax burden, but
that burden may get a lot heavier when
judges inherit the task of balancing the
budget. After all, the judiciary is the
branch of Government that by design is
most insulated from the public. In fact,
judges are supposed to ignore public
opinion.

Mr. President, if we think the Amer-
ican people are angry today, just wait.
Wait until they get hit with a huge tax
increase by a district court judge who
they have never heard of, never voted
for, and they will never be able to vote
out of office. The reaction will make
the famous Boston insurrection look
really like a tea party.

I know that some amendment pro-
ponents are convinced that the courts
will not intervene to enforce this
amendment. Some have pointed to the
doctrines of standing or justiciability
and conveniently assume that these old
doctrines would apply to a newly
adopted constitutional amendment.
But supporters of the amendment can-
not have it both ways. If this amend-
ment really will force Congress to re-
duce the deficit, who is going to force
us if not the courts?

After all, Congress has already
passed laws to force itself to balance
the budget, but without an effective
enforcement mechanism we simply
sidestepped our own law. And now
amendment proponents assure us that
the same evasion will not be possible
under a constitutional amendment.
But just as prohibition did not stop
drinking because it was unenforceable,
a balanced budget will not stop spend-
ing if courts are impotent to enforce it.

I find it absolutely astounding to
hear amendment proponents argue that
the courts would never enforce this
amendment. We are talking about an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States, not a sense-of-the-Con-
gress resolution. Can the proponents
really believe that the balanced budget
amendment is nothing more than a
meaningless scrap of paper that cannot
be enforced? Could they really be that
cynical? I do not think so, Mr. Presi-
dent. And I do not think the courts will
either. As Laurence Tribe and Robert
Bork concluded, the courts will not
presume that this is a meaningless and
utterly unenforceable scrap of paper.
To the contrary. And that is why the
threat of judicial taxation is so real.
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Mr. President, there is no need to
rely on the judiciary to reduce the defi-
cit. Congress could do it. We could
start now if we had the political will.
In fact, we have already made signifi-
cant progress which I have talked
about earlier.

Consider what happened over the
past 15 years. In 1981, the deficit was
$79 billion, but then President Reagan’s
huge military buildup, combined with
tax cuts for the wealthiest Americans,
led to massive borrowing on an unprec-
edented scale. By 1992, Republican poli-
cies had increased the deficit from $79
billion to $290 billion. Since President
Clinton began to reverse those policies,
however, there has been a dramatic im-
provement. The deficit this year will
be about 40 percent smaller than in
President Bush's last year. For the
first time in a decade we will have re-
duced the deficit for 3 consecutive
years. The number of Federal employ-
ees is the lowest since the Kennedy ad-
ministration. And though much re-
mains to be done, we have shown that
it does not take a constitutional
amendment to reduce the deficit in a
meaningful way.

The irony, Mr. President, is that
passing the balanced budget amend-
ment actually will make it far less
likely that Congress will balance the
budget any time soon. This amendment
does not require a balanced budget
until the year 2002. Meanwhile, Mem-
bers who vote for the amendment will
be able to point to their vote as evi-
dence of their supposed commitment to
fiscal discipline. I called it a coverup,
and I use the same term now. What do
you want from me? I voted for a bal-
anced budget. Yes; I did not do my
share by cutting expenses properly or
balancing revenues with expenses, but I
did vote after all for a balanced budget
amendment. It is hide and seek. Hide
the mission and seek the culprit.

Meanwhile, Members who will have
voted for the amendment can draw a
degree of satisfaction, not for the job
done but for escaping responsibility. If
you can say that you voted for a bal-
anced budget, why bother to antago-
nize constituents by cutting their ben-
efit programs or raising taxes? There is
far less incentive to make those hard
choices.

Mr. President, we should not play
games with the American people. We
do not want to shift, or should not
shift, the burden of our responsibilities
to the judiciary. Let us not put off the
hard decisions for another 7 years. Let
us take personal responsibility for the
problem and make those tough choices
now.

In conclusion, Mr. President, I
strongly support cutting wasteful
spending and reducing our deficit. I
want to work with my colleagues to ac-
tually cut the spending and close tax
loopholes. This balanced budget pro-
posal does not help reach that goal. Its
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proponents refuse to spell out what
steps they would actually take to re-
duce spending. Whose benefits will be
cut and whose taxes will go up? But
one thing we do know for sure. The im-
pact on our Nation could be disastrous.
It could hamstring our ability to re-
spond to economic and other emer-
gencies, undermine our entire Social
Security system, rob us of investments
for our future, and allow unelected and
unaccountable judges to impose huge
tax increases on ordinary Americans.

Mr. President, this amendment could
go down as one of the most tragic mis-
takes ever made by this Nation. I hope
that my colleagues will face up to the
reality of the situation. As has been
said before, you can run but you cannot
hide. That is what happens if we pass
this amendment without detailing how
it is that we are going to balance their
budget and how it is that we are going
to deal with the responsibility and
maintain it where it belongs, in the
House and in the Senate.

I urge my colleagues in the strongest
possible terms to reject it.

1 yield the floor.

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ABRAHAM). The Senator from West Vir-
ginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank my
distinguished colleague, Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG, for his excellent statement. He
has very eloquently stated the clear
and present dangers with which this
amendment is fraught.

Mr. President, I thank the Chair for
momentarily indulging me.

I have listened to the claims of the
proponents of the constitutional
amendment for several days now. I
compliment them on their dedication
to their cause as they see it. I respect
their viewpoints. I respect their sincer-
ity. I realize that not everyone will
agree with my viewpoint.

I commend the distinguished Senator
from Illinois [Mr. SiMoN] for his stead-
fast adherence to the belief that the
way to get our deficits under control
and lower the interest on the debt and
reduce the debt is to adopt a constitu-
tional amendment on the balanced
budget. I respect his viewpoint. I differ
with it. But we can differ as friends and
we do differ as friends.

I also speak with respect to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Utah, [Mr.
HATCcH] the chairman of the Senate
Committee on the Judiciary who, like-
wise, is a very formidable and prin-
cipled supporter of the proposal.

I think they are wrong. They think I
am wrong. But it is the people out
there that we hope to try to persuade
as to which viewpoint is the right one
under the circumstances that obtain.

So, I have listened to the claims of
the proponents of the constitutional
amendment for several days now. As I
listen, it seems to me that the pro-
ponents are selling this amendment
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very much as the oldtime peddlers sold
tonic and liniments, kidney pills and
snake oil. To hear the proponents tell
it, this amendment will cure every-
thing that is wrong with America
today. Just take a good swig of this
magic toniec, Mr. and Mrs. America,
and your problems will disappear. Your
head will stop aching, your arthritis
will clear up, your fingernails will grow
long and strong, your taste buds will
tingle, your hearing will become more
acute, you can throw away that old
hearing aid, your eyesight will sharp-
en—you can just pitch those glasses
out in the garbage can, your dandruff
will cease if you have any hair, and if
you do not have hair, it will grow hair,
and your teeth will whiten, and your
marriage will probably improve. Well,
never mind what is in the bottle, Mr.
and Mrs. America. Truth in labeling
does not apply here. Truth in advertis-
ing has no place in this debate. Just
swallow this magic elixir and all will
be well.

The American people are usually
good consumers. They are smart con-
sumers. They read the labels on the
grocery store shelf to get the fat con-
tent of the food they purchase. They
read the labels on the cans of food that
they buy. I know that I do. I want to
find out how much fat there is in the
contents, how much sodium, how much
cholesterol, and how much by way of
proteins and carbohydrates, and so on.
They look under the hood of cars that
they buy. They kick the tires. They
squeeze the cantaloupes and the cab-
bage heads and the other vegetables
that they buy. They read the fine print.
And by law that fine print has to be
placed on those labels.

But, I do not believe that the U.S.
Senate is helping the people to exercise
their prowess as good consumers with
the debate so far on this floor.

We are not discussing national prior-
ities. We are not spelling out the con-
tents of this snake oil amendment. We
are not talking about what should or
should not be on the chopping block for
cuts., We are not debating the impact
such an amendment might have on the
economy. We are not talking about the
hard choices that will have to be made
by somebody if we enact this amend-
ment.

The proponents have steadfastly re-
fused to lay out a plan to get to bal-
ance. Take it on faith, America. It will
be good for the Nation. I ask the Amer-
ican people this question. How will you
know if this amendment will be good
for the Nation, if you do not know
what cuts will be made, how much each
State, how much each county, how
much each municipality across this
land will have to absorb as a result of
the cuts, how much your State taxes
will rise as a result of Federal cuts,
what will happen to Federal aid to edu-
cation, what will happen to Medicare,
what might happen to our ability to
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compete with other countries in the
global marketplace, what the amend-
ment might mean in terms of clean
water, clean air, veteran’s pensions,
the national defense? In short, what is
good for the Nation cannot be deter-
mined without these critical details.
To claim otherwise is simply untrue.
The American people are entitled to
more than a wink and a nod and an
empty promise. We cannot treat the
American people like children. If they
want us to balance the budget, we must
honestly try to do it, but we must also
honestly tell them what it will take
and that it will mean radical changes
in their personal lives. We owe the peo-
ple that. To do less is to betray their
faith in sending us here.

It is puzzling to me that after the re-
sults of this election, when the people
said that they were tired of Washing-
ton politicians telling them what to do,
we come right out of the box with this
proposed major, major, major change
in our organic law and with the pro-
ponents claiming that the people do
not need details. In other words, once
again, we in Washington know what is
good for you, Mr. and Mrs. America.

This balanced budget amendment is
good for you. You do not need to know
the details. Take the tonic. Swallow
the snake oil. Do not read the label.
There is no label to read. Take our
word for it.

Well, if the American people let us
get away with that dodge, then they
have done themselves a giant disserv-
ice.

If they swallow this quack medicine
without being sure that it will not be
toxic to the system, they surely may
regret the results.

If the Governors and the mayors and
the State legislators do not demand to
know just exactly what we have in
mind when we talk about balancing
this budget in T years, then how can
they have an informed debate if and
when the matter rests squarely on
their doorsteps? How will they explain
to their own constituents what the
amendment means?

If I were a Governor contemplating
the enactment of this amendment, I
would be very, very nervous about any
promises that I had made to lower
taxes. I know that I have heard some of
the Governors throughout the land
boast about how much they have cut
taxes in the States. They want the
Senate to adopt this balanced budget
amendment, and they talk about how
much they, the Governors, have cut
taxes in their States. I heard the Gov-
ernor from New Jersey speak about
how many taxes she had cut and how
much more in taxes she proposes to
cut. Well, I have news for you, Gov-
ernor, if this amendment is adopted,
you will not be cutting taxes, you will
be raising taxes—and remember that.

With the magnitude of cuts that will
have to be made to get a balanced
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budget by 2002, the States are going to
have to pick up an awful lot of slack.
Essential services will have to con-
tinue. Unemployment, dirty air, dirty
water, hazardous waste, hungry chil-
dren, natural disasters—all of these
problems will still be with us. A bal-
anced budget amendment will not
change any of those things. Not one.
State and local officials should know
what we here in the Congress propose
to do before they are asked to buy this
pig in a giant poke. We do not even
know if there is a pig in that poke. We
cannot even get a squeal out of that
pig. If State and local officials do not
trust the Federal Government to make
decisions involving the States, how in
the world can they sit on their hands
and trust us with the mother of all de-
cisions? That is what we are talking
about. How in the world do we dare to
ask the people and the Governors and
the mayors and the State legislators to
make this giant leap of faith?

What will the people do if they do not
like the plan that emerges? What if we
adopt this amendment without laying
out the plan? Well, it will be too late
then. The contract with evasion will
have been signed, sealed, and delivered,
right to your doorstep. Once the
amendment is in the Constitution, the
politicians do not have to listen to the
people's voices on the matter anymore.
The politicians can cut and run. They
can say we have to cut Medicare,
whether you like it or not, because the
Constitution has this new amendment
in it and it says we have to; we have to
do that. The politicians can say to the
States, you have to pay for these serv-
ices now with hikes in your own taxes.
You told us to balance the budget in T
years, so we have to cut money to the
States. Or the politicians can commit
the ultimate act of evasion and say we
cannot do this, Mr. and Mrs. America.
We told you that we could, but it is too
harsh and we will not do it. The Presi-
dent will have to do it. He will have to
impound funds, or the courts will have
to order us to balance the budget, and
they will also have to tell us which
taxes to raise and which programs to
cut.

What then will we have done to our
country? What then will we have done
to the Constitution, as written by the
Framers 208 years ago? It has been in
effect now for 206 years. What then will
we have done to representative democ-
racy?

We must not treat the people as chil-
dren. We must tell them the truth,
even though it is inconvenient for us
politicians to do so. What kind of Sen-
ators are we if we simply pass this
amendment without ourselves knowing
what it means? We say that the Amer-
ican people ought to know what it
means. We, as their representatives in
this great assembly, have a right to
know what it means and have a duty to
ask what it means before we vote.
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What kind of representation are we
giving to our people if we do not de-
mand to know the details of this pro-
posal before we vote on it? We as Sen-
ators cannot say, “‘Let this cup pass
from me,” vote on the amendment and
then let us tell the people what is in it.
We cannot say, ‘‘Let this cup pass from
me."” We cannot say that we shall wash
our hands of it. We have a duty to
those constituents who send us to this
forum of the States to know what we
are doing, what we are buying onto,
and what we are about to perpetrate on
the people, before we cast our votes. I
say we will not be giving the people
very worthy representation unless we
insist on it. I say we ought to feel like
backing up to the pay window if we
cannot do better. The American people
pay us very well. We ought to be will-
ing to do what they pay us to do, which
is to make intelligent, well-informed
decisions in their behalf and in their
best interests. We cannot do the job
they sent us here to do if we are simply
going to be stonewalled by the pro-
ponents and prevented from knowing
what we are about to do to our coun-

try.

Talleyrand, who was Napoleon's for-
eign minister, and who dominated poli-
tics in Europe for 40 years, said, ‘‘There
is more wisdom in public opinion than
is to be found in Napoleon, Voltaire, or
all the ministers of state, present and
to come.” And that is true. But there is
wisdom in public opinion only if the
public is informed, if the public is duly
and well informed about the subject on
which a judgment is to be made. Wood-
row Wilson said that the informing
function is as important as is the legis-
lative function of a legislative body.
Inform the people who send us here.

At this point in time, this amend-
ment is nothing more than a slogan. It
has no teeth at this point in time. Its
impact is unknown. It is nothing more
than an empty promise. Many of the
Members who will vote on it will not
even be here when it has to be fulfilled.
It is, in that sense, a fraud. It is a fan-
tasy created for children, and the
American people are not all children. It
is an illusion without substance. It is
cotton candy for the public mind. It is
Tinkerbell on wings of gossamer.
Disneyland has really come to Wash-
ington after all. But the American peo-
ple are not children and Senators are
not elected to simply pacify the Amer-
ican people with fairy tales.

Let us demand to know the pro-
ponents’ plan to achieve a balanced
budget by 2002 before we ask the States
to decide and before we graft this pneu-
matic excrescence, this wart filled with
wind onto our time-tested Constitu-
tion.

Mr. President, if this amendment is
adopted, it will likely mean massive
cuts in Federal spending over the next
T years.

As the chart to my left states, the
Congressional Budget Office estimates




February 2, 1995

that a balanced budget amendment
would require a cut of $1.2 trillion in
Federal spending by the year 2002. To
make matters worse, the so-called Con-
tract With America; which I did not
sign onto, Mr. President. I carry my
contract right here over my heart. Al-
exander the Great idolized *‘The Iliad"
and he kept a copy under his pillow at
night. I keep a copy of my contract
with America—right here, here it is—
over my heart, the Constitution of the
United States of America. It is a con-
tract that was signed 208 years ago, not
something that just blew up out of the
wind before last year's election.

To make matters worse, the so-called
Contract With America calls for tax
cuts—tax cuts; what a folly—tax cuts
along with balancing the budget. This
would require a cut of $1.5 trillion in
Federal spending by the year 2002.

How much is $1 trillion? Count it at
the rate of $1 per second—32,000 years.

Now, you may ask, what will get
whacked? What will get whacked?
What will get whacked?

CBO tells us that if we were to cut all
Federal spending across-the-board, ex-
cept interest on the debt, it would re-
quire a 13-percent cut in all programs
in the year 2002 alone. That means cut-
ting defense, Social Security, Medi-
care, Medicaid, veterans' pensions, vet-
erans’ compensation, veterans' medical
care, prison construction and oper-
ations, environmental cleanup, civilian
and military pensions, housing, edu-
cation, all student loan programs, in-
frastructure investments on transpor-
tation projects, water projects, locks
and dams, the FBI, national parks,
food stamps, WIC, and the list goes on
and on—all will have to be cut 13 per-
cent across-the-board, But, there are a
number of Senators who want to take
Social Security off of the deficit-cut-
ting table. If we do that, everything
else will have to be cut 18 percent.

The so-called Contract With Amer-
ica—which I did not sign. This is my
contract with America, the Constitu-
tion of the United States. I have sworn
13 times to support and defend that
Constitution over the last 48 years—13
times.

But it calls for increases, not cuts, in
defense spending. If we exempt inter-
est, if we exempt Social Security, if we
exempt defense, then everything else
will have to be cut 22 percent. And the
so-called Contract With America calls
for tax cuts which, if they are enacted,
will increase the across-the-board cut
to 30 percent—30 percent.

This next chart to my left shows the
Federal budget for fiscal year 1995.
That is all we have to go on as of now.
The President will send us up his pro-
posed budget next week. In the upper
left-hand corner, we see that total
spending for 1995 equals $1,531 billion;
in other words, $1.531 trillion. Of that
amount, 22 percent, or $334 billion, will
be spent on Social Security; 18 percent,
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or $270 billion, will be spent this fiscal
year on defense; net interest on the na-
tional debt will take up $235 billion, or
15 percent of the whole budget; Medi-
care will take up 11 percent, or $176 bil-
lion; State and local grants will take
up $231 billion, or 15 percent of the
total; and all other Federal spending in
fiscal year 1995 will equal $286 billion,
or 19 percent of the Federal budget.

What is it that could be cut from this
and future budgets if this constitu-
tional amendment requiring a balanced
budget is put in place? Well, as I have
said, there is strong interest in ex-
empting Social Security—they want to
exempt Social Security—so let us take
that slice out of the pie. Then, the so
called Contract With America says we
cannot cut defense, so let us take that
slice out of the pie. Then, as we all
know, we cannot cut the interest on
the debt—we all agree on that—so out
comes that piece of the pie. So, lo and
behold, what do we have left? All that
we have left to cut are: Medicare, State
and local grants, and the rest of the
Federal Government, all of which total
less than half of the Federal budget.
We have, therefore, exempted 55 per-
cent of the budget from cuts—Social
Security at 22 percent, plus defense at
18 percent, plus net interest at 15 per-
cent—and the $1.5 trillion in budget
cuts would have to come from this re-
maining 45 percent of the budget.

That is all there is. There ‘‘ain't”
any more.

Now, let us look at what this means
when we have to take the cuts all from
this remaining 45 percent of the budg-
et. Let us take a look at what this
means.

How do the States get stuck? How do
the States get stuck?

This chart to my left sets out the
Federal spending that will be subject
to cuts, if one excludes Social Secu-
rity, defense, and net interest. For fis-
cal year 1995, the total spending that
would be subject to cuts is $693 billion.

This pie represents Federal spending
subject to cuts, once defense is taken
off, once Social Security is taken off, if
it is, and once interest is taken off the
table, which it has not been taken off
the table. All three of these categories
of Federal spending shown on this pie
chart will have to be cut across-the-
board by 30 percent—by 30 percent—in
the year 2002 if we exempt Social Secu-
rity, defense, and net interest from any
cuts and if we enact the tax cuts being
called for in the so-called Contract
With America. This includes unem-
ployment benefits, veterans' benefits,
education programs, the FBI and the
Justice Department, including prison
construction and operations, the judi-
ciary and the courts, infrastructure,
health programs, safety programs,
health and safety programs for our
food and water, aviation safety—in-
cluding air traffic control—civilian and
military retirement, all agriculture
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programs—all of them—national
parks—national parks, I say that to
the West in particular—highways,
transit, environmental cleanup, NASA,
research and development, the NIH,
and on and on and on. If we want to ex-
clude any of the spending shown on the
pie chart, then everything else will
have to suffer an even larger cut than
30 percent. If we exclude Medicare, for
example, then the cut that would be re-
quired for everything else would rise
from 30 percent to a cut of 46 percent.
Can you imagine the devastation this
would cause throughout the Nation?

Now, let us examine the effects that
this level of cuts would have on the
States. This is the forum of the States.
Let us examine the effects that the
cuts would have on the States.

Which States get the sharpest stick
by the knife? Which States get the
sharpest stick by the knife? And that
is some knife, I want to tell you, and
they will know when they are stuck
with that knife. They are going to
bleed.

This chart sets out the total Federal
dollars that will go to the top 20
States. I have set aside that chart for
the moment. But nevertheless, it would
set out the total Federal dollars that
would go to the top 20 States in 1995 for
149 grant programs.

The top prize goes to the State of
New York, which will receive
$22,261,068,000 in Federal grants. That is
the total amount of dollars in Federal
grants that the State of New York will
receive this year. That is 10.8 percent
of the total grants for all States.

Second prize goes to California. That
State will receive this year
$21,661,615,000, or 10.5 percent of the
total Federal grants to States for 1995.

Third  prize goes to Texas,
$12,292,605,000, or 5.9 percent of the
total. And these top three are followed
by Pennsylvania, $8,232,634,000, or 4 per-
cent; Florida, No. 5, $8,067,751,000, or 3.9
percent.

Ohio is No. 6, with $7,837,289,000, or 3.8
percent. Illinois is next, $6,858,553,000,
or 3.3 percent of the total. Michigan,
$6,745,979,000, or 3.3 percent; New Jer-
sey, $5,523,542,000, or 2.7 percent; Massa-
chusetts with $5,400,302,000, or 2.6 per-
cent; Louisiana, $5,300,141,000, or 2.8
percent; North Carolina, $4,741,842,000,
or 2.3 percent; Georgia, $4,638,039,000, or
2.2 percent; Indiana, $3,945,534,000, or 1.9
percent; Tennessee, $3,889,558,000, or 1.9
percent; Washington, $3,517,731,000, or
1.7 percent; Wisconsin, $3,407,554,000, or
1.6 percent; Missouri, $3,381,960,000, or
1.6 percent; Minnesota, $3,010,222,000, or
1.5 percent; Kentucky, $3,004,724,000, or
1.5 percent.

These are the top 20 States in terms
of receiving Federal grants in this fis-
cal year. I hope that these 20 States—
and all other States—recognize that
these grants are going to be cut dra-
matically in the coming years if the
balanced budget amendment goes into
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effect, and those cuts will affect peo-
ple. Those cuts will affect people in
every State throughout the land,

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the table to which I have just
referred be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

FEDERAL DOLLARS TO THE STATES—FISCAL YEAR 1995
FUNDING FOR 149 GRANT PROGRAMS

State Amount

$22,261,068,000
21,661,615,000
12,292.605,000 5
8,232,634,000 4
8,067.751,000 3
1.837.289,000 3
£.838,553,000 3
6,745.979,000
5.523,542,000
5.400.302,000
5.300,141,000
4,741,842.000
4.538,039,000
3,945,534,000

Wingis
New Jersey ..

Lovisiana
Narth Ca

8
i

ninnon ool len o ~iw e o w o ok
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Source: OMB, Budget Information for States—Fiscal Year 1995.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, now let us
explore what these Federal grants to
the States consist of. What do the
States use this money for? What do the
cuts mean to you, Mr. and Mrs. Amer-
ica, and your children? What do the
cuts mean to you and your children?

This next chart sets out what these
grants to State and local governments
consist of in fiscal year 1995, ‘‘Grants
to State and Local Governments in
Fiscal Year 1995."" The largest amount
goes to the States for Medicaid—§102
billion, or 44 percent of the total. Then,
going counterclockwise on the chart,
we see that transportation grants to
the States equal $24 billion, or 10 per-
cent of the total. Next, we have income
security programs which total $54 bil-
lion in grants ‘to the States for such
things as AFDC, Section 8 and other
housing, school breakfast and lunch
programs, and WIC. Then we come to
grants for education, training, employ-
ment, and social services, which total
$35 billion in fiscal year 1995. Finally,
there is the category designated ‘‘all
other,” which equals $16 billion, or 7
percent of the total. This category in-
cludes grants to the States for commu-
nity development, health, water infra-
structure, disaster assistance, justice
assistance, including law enforcement
programs such as ‘‘cops on the beat",
and the Federal payment to the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

A large part of all of these programs
will obviously have to be picked up by
the State and local governments if the
balanced budget amendment goes into
effect. What will that mean to the
budgets of the various States?

I say to the State senators out
there—and I once was one—I say to the
members of the House of Delegates in
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West Virginia and the lower houses in
other States—and I was once one of
those members—what will that mean
to your budgets, the budgets of the var-
ious States? Will Governors and State
legislators have to increase State taxes
in order to continue to provide ade-
quate services for these programs that
we have been talking about here? Ac-
cording to the Treasury Department
they surely—surely—will.

They will have to increase State
taxes in order to continue to provide
adequate services for these programs.

The chart to my left was prepared
based on information provided by the
U.S. Treasury Department to the Na-
tional Governors Association. It is the
Treasury Department’'s opinion that
State taxes would have to be raised by
the percentages shown on this chart if
States are to fully replace the reduc-
tions in Federal grants that will occur
if the balanced budget amendment goes
into effect under the terms I have pre-
viously stated.

State legislators in Alabama would
have to increase their State taxes by
16.4 percent; Alaska, 9.8 percent: Ari-
zona, 10.4 percent; Arkansas, 16.5 per-
cent; California, 9.2 percent; Colorado,
11.8 percent; Connecticut, 11.2 percent;
Delaware, 7.2 percent; District of Co-
lumbia, Lord knows how much, but the
Treasury Department says 20.4 percent;
Florida, 10.2 percent; Georgia, 12 per-
cent; Hawaii, 6.8 percent; Idaho, 9.9 per-
cent; Illinois, 11.6 percent; Indiana, 13.8
percent; Iowa, 10.9 percent; Kansas, 13
percent; Kentucky, 14.5 percent; Lou-
isiana, 27.8 percent; Maine, 17.5 per-
cent; Maryland, 9.9 percent; Massachu-
setts, 12.6 percent; Michigan, 13.2 per-
cent; Minnesota, 9.4 percent; Mis-
sissippi, 20.8 percent; Missouri, 15.5 per-
cent; Montana, 19.8 percent—up go
your taxes; Nebraska, 13.3 percent; Ne-
vada, 6.2 percent; New Hampshire, 17.6
percent; New Jersey, 12.7 percent; New
Mexico, 12.9 percent; New York, 17.4
percent; North Carolina, the State in
which I was born and whose motto is
‘‘to be rather than to seem, 11.1 per-
cent; North Dakota, 19.7 percent; Ohio,
14.4 percent; Oklahoma, 12.4 percent;
Oregon, 12.2 percent; Pennsylvania, 12.7
percent; Rhode Island, 21.4 percent;
South Carolina, 14.3 percent; South Da-
kota, 24.7 percent; Tennessee, 19.5 per-
cent; Texas, 14 percent; Utah, 11.4 per-
cent; Vermont, 17.4 percent; Virginia,
8.2 percent; Washington, 8.4 percent;
West Virginia, 20.6 percent; Wisconsin,
10.3 percent; and Wyoming, 18.T7 per-
cent.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the table to which I referred
showing these tax increases be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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TAX INCREASES TO OFFSET SPENDING CUTS

St v
e tax
State increase
(percent)

Alabama 16.4
Alaska 38
Arizona 104
A 16
California 9.
Colorado 11
Con 1.
District of Columbia 04
Florida 10.
Georgia 12/
Hawaii 6.
ldaho 9,
Hiinals 1L
Indiana 13
lowa 10.
Kansas 13
Kentucky 14,
Loutsiana 2.
Maine 175
M 99
k 126
Michigan 132
M 94
Mississi 08
Missouri 155
Montana 198
M 133
Nevada 6.2
New i 176
New lersey 121
New Mexico 129
New York 174
North Carolina 111
North Dakota 197
Ohio 144
g:'lahnm I;;
gon 12.

P 127
Rhode Island 214
South Carolina 143
Sauth Dakota U7
T 195
Texas 140
Utah 114
Vermant 174
Yirginia 82
W 84
West Virginia 206
Wi 103
Wyoming 187

Source: Department of the Treasury, lan. 12, 1995.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I hope that
my remarks today will have helped to
shed light on the devastation which
will take place if we do not muster up
the courage to say no to the balanced
budget amendment now before the Sen-
ate. It does not make any difference,
Mr. President, if you have a vocabulary
of 10,000 words, make it 20,000, make it
30,000. If you cannot say no, then all of
that vast vocabulary will not amount
to a great deal. We have been elected
by the people to come here and to work
hard to develop and enact legislation
that is in their best interest—mnot in
ours as politicians, not what will get us
votes in the next election or the next
one or the next one, but in the best in-
terest of the people. Surely we can
screw up our courage to the sticking
place to stay the course and continue
to cut the Federal deficit in respon-
sible doses. We cannot afford to risk
the economic security of this Nation
by passing this unseen pig in a very
large poke.

I remind the Governors, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the devastation to the
States, as shown through these charts,
is going to happen irrespective of the
recently passed, highly touted un-
funded mandates legislation. Congress
will brush that aside. It only takes a
majority vote. That is not binding on
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the next Congress, not even binding on
this one, if Congress chooses to brush
it aside. That bill is not going to pro-
tect one single State from the costs
and responsibility of dealing with their
problem absent Federal dollars. If
State officials are leaning on the weak
reed, the flimsy reed of the unfunded
mandates bill, they are badly mis-
taken. It will be as a straw in a hurri-
cane; as a leaky boat in a tidal wave.

1 say to the American people, no
one—no one, no one—is golng to escape
the wrath of the balanced budget man-
date.

We cannot run to the mountains and
pray that the rocks will fall upon us,
put us out of our misery. No one can
come to this floor and, in all honesty,
tell the people of America that they
will escape real pain under the amend-
ment.

Finally, I remind my colleagues that
the American people have a right to
know what is going to happen to them
as a result of the balanced budget
amendment, if it is riveted in the Con-
stitution.

A new poll, in fact, underscores the
people’'s demand to know what will
happen to them at this time shows
overwhelming public support for the
“right to know."

This poll, released just this morning,
Mr. and Mrs. America, my colleagues
on the right and on the left, this poll
released just this morning by the
American Association of Retired Per-
sons and conducted by the Wirthlin
Group, shows that support for the
“right to know' cuts across party
lines: 68 percent of the Republicans, 77
percent of the Democrats, and 83 per-
cent of the independents want to know
what will be cut. And they want to
know what will be cut before Congress
passes a constitutional amendment to
balance the budget. Not afterwards. Be-
fore.

In addition, 85 percent agree that So-
cial Security should be exempted from
the amendment. But under House Joint
Resolution 1, Social Security is not ex-
empt. It is on the chopping block no
matter what anyone says.

If this amendment is passed, what
will Senators say to their constitu-
ents? How will Senators explain the
fact that, despite the public’'s desire to
know beforehand what cuts will be
made, Senators took it upon them-
selves to substitute their wills, our
wills for the will of the people out
there. Talk about arrogance. That is
the height of arrogance.

So I implore my colleagues to heed
the wisdom of the people. Let us tell
the American public what is involved
here. Tell them and tell them now.
That is what the people in the poll
want to know. Let us not continue this
vow of silence. Let us not close out the
sunshine. Let us not pull the shutters
on the windows and shut out the scru-
tiny of the public.
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Mr. President, Shakespeare, in
“Timon of Athens", said it best:

The devil knew not what he did when he
made man politic; he crossed himself by't:
and I cannot think but, in the end, the
villainies of man will set him clear.

Chief Justice Marshall in McCulloch
versus Maryland said:

We must never forget, that it is a Constitu-
tion we are expounding.

Mr. President, if I might add my own
modest footnote, we must not forget
that it is a Constitution that we are
amending.

Mr. President, I am prepared to yield
the floor unless a Senator wishes to
ask me a question.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMPSON). The Senator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, there are
very few people in this body who have
more respect, in fact I do not think
there is anybody who has more respect
for the distinguished Senator from
West Virginia than I have. I learned
early in my Senate career that he is
very, very formidable. And he is, I
think, one of the people who is the
most dedicated to this body and to
what the Senate means in the United
States of America.

I might mention that I believe that
he is as dedicated to the Constitution
as anybody I know. And I also believe
that he is, without gquestion, without
peer with regard to Senate rules and
procedure. I have had personal experi-
ence of being on the wrong side of the
distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia and I admire him and care a great
deal for him. I do not know when I
have heard a more interesting set of re-
marks than he has just given to the
Senate this day. I think we should all
pay heed to what he has said. I think
his comments are important.

But I also think the Senator is
wrong. If I did not believe that I would
not be out here fighting for a balanced
budget amendment. He knows that.
And he knows that I believe this very
deeply, as he believes his position. And
I respect him for his commitment to
his position.

He has taken a goodly amount of
time, but not enough, perhaps, to ex-
plain his position. I think it is critical
that the American people see the two
sides of this subject and I do not know
of anyone in the body who could have
articulated his side any better.

I think a lot of this great Senator
and, when histories of the Senate are
written to include his time here, cer-
tainly he will be shown to have played
a pivotal and very important role in
the history of this institution.

But let me just see if I can respond to
some of the things my friend and col-
league has said. First of all, the Amer-
ican people are not stupid. They know
that this Federal Government is a
money eating machine. They know
that billions, hundreds of billions of
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dollars are eaten up right here in
Washington, without much care for the
American taxpayers.

They also know that we have built
the most gargantuan bureaucracy in
the history of the world. Keep in mind,
our Founding Fathers wanted to have a
central Government that was limited,
not all-embracing; where the people in
the States do not just look to the Fed-
eral Government to solve all their
problems, but where they solve them
for themselves for the most part. The
Federal Government as originally in-
tended was to be a limited Government
to take care of our national security
interests, to do the few commerce
things that should be done by the Fed-
eral Government: To watch over the
public welfare.

I think our Founding Fathers would
be absolutely devastated if they saw
the state of the Federal Government
today. If they saw the domination of
the States by the Federal Government
that we have going on today, if they
saw the way the Federal Government
soaks up the public’s money today, if
they knew—as some argue very elo-
quently, maybe not as eloguently as
my friend from West Virginia—that of
all the public welfare money that we
spend through the Federal Govern-
ment, this wonderful stuff we do for
the States—when it comes to welfare
only about 28 percent of every dollar
gets ultimately to the people who need
it.
We in the Federal Government act
like we know more about what people
need than they do, so we study things,
we build bureaucracies, we hire soci-
ologists and Ph.D.’s and other special-
ists and experts and we use up the peo-
ple's money here like it is going out of
style while the people who need it—the
people we are supposedly helping—get
28 percent of it. That is what is wrong
with a bloated Federal Government.
That is what the Founding Fathers
were trying to guard against. Avoiding
this was the work of Madison and Jef-
ferson and Washington.

I might have a number of others who
are maybe not quite as well known, but
certainly well known by my friend
from West Virginia, who is a great
scholar of history, and especially the
history of this country. We know the
Federal Government right now means a
lot to the States because they cannot
make a move without its consent.

We also know that if we pass a bal-
anced budget amendment, every dollar
will become more valuable. If we pass a
balanced budget amendment that stops
this continual drop into the abyss of
deficit spending, which we have been
doing now for 60 years, certainly 26 of
the last years in unbalanced budgets,
and in recent years because of Great
Society programs, these reasonable—
reasonable is not the word—this over-
whelming desire by everybody to do ev-
erything good for everybody in our so-
clety.
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We now have deficits that, after the
turn of the century, are going to be
over $300 billion a year, and the inter-
est against the national debt has now
become the second highest item in the
Federal budget. And it is going up
exponentially with compound interest.
We all understand compound interest,
do we not? The interest just starts to
multiply like you cannot believe. If we
do not get control over the spending of
this all-eating, voracious, money-grub-
bing Federal Government, if we do not
bring it to heel, then all of these gifts
and grants to the States that the dis-
tinguished Senator has so eloquently
spoken about are not going to be worth
anything anyway, assuming that we
can afford to make any more of them.
They are going to look to us and say,
“You people did it to us. You did not
have the guts to balance the budget.”
Let me just say this about my friend
from West Virginia. He has the guts. I
believe in him with regard to his com-
ments that he would balance the budg-
et. He would find ways to do it. I think
he would do everything in his power to.
I believe that. I have faith that he
would do that.

But when he was majority leader, he
was not able to do that, not because he
did not try. He could not. People in
both parties spent us right down the
drain. He tried as President pro tem-
pore, certainly one of the most dig-
nified and knowledgeable people in this
body, if not the most dignified and
knowledgeable. He could not do it then,
and neither could I. Neither could the
Senator from Illinois. Neither could a
lot of us who want to get this tremen-
dously expensive Federal Government
under control.

We have reached a point really of no
return, that if we do not do what is
right now, all this money, these hun-
dreds of billions, trillions of dollars
that the distinguished Senator from
West Virginia is talking about that go
to the States over the years are not
going to be worth anything. Then what
happens to those who need health care?
What happens to women and children
who need women's, infants’, and chil-
dren's programs? What happens to food
stamps? Will we be able to pay for
them? If so, are they going to be worth
anything? We know a lot of them are
being picked up by the Mafia in ex-
change for drugs and booze, and then
they make a lot of money cashing in
those food stamps at a tremendous cost
to the American taxpayer.

Let me tell you something. I enjoyed
the comments of the distinguished Sen-
ator about magic potions and elixirs
and snake oil. I know a lot about those
things because I have been watching
the Congress for these last 18 years as
I have sat here. You talk about snake
oil. You talk about magic potions and
elixirs. You can find them here every
day in budgetary matters because Con-
gress is not willing to do anything
about deficits and spending.
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I have heard people time after time
say this, and they are courageous in
standing up here and saying we have to
do it; we have to get control of this
thing, and we have to balance the
budget, and it stops here with us. The
problem is for all of my 19 years, it has
never stopped once. It is not going to,
either, without a mechanism in the
Constitution that encourages us to do
it.

By the way, this balanced budget
amendment does not cut all of these
things out. It does not say that we
have to balance the budget. We do not
have to balance the budget under this
amendment if we do not want to. The
only difference is instead of playing
games here on the floor of the U.S.
Senate and in the House with voice
votes and a lot of ways of hiding so the
American people do not know who is
voting to spend all of this money, we
have to vote if we do not want to bal-
ance the budget. If we are going to
have a deficit, we are going to have to
give a three-fifths vote to do it. I am
not saying that is insurmountable. I
have seen debt ceilings lift where we
did not need a three-fifths vote, not
many. But from this point on, I have to
say it will be money in the bank for
the American people because they will
know who did it to them from this
point on, if this amendment is adopted
and ratified.

By the way, if we want the Presi-
dent's solution for deficit reduction,
which is to increase taxes like he did
last year, with the largest tax increase
in history, which some have praised
here on the floor during this debate, by
gosh, we can do that. All we have to
have to do that is a constitutional ma-
jority here on the floor of the Senate
and on the floor of the House.

What does that mean? If we have 51
Senators here, we have a quorum. We
could vote on anything, by and large,
or should I say most anything, by a
majority vote. We could have 26 votes
for and 25 against and, by gosh, it
passes. With a constitutional majority,
you cannot do that. It is not a mere
majority of those voting. It is a major-
ity of the whole number of both
Houses. You have to have 51 votes in
the Senate, 218 in the House.

Mr. BUMPERS. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. HATCH. Sure.

Mr. BUMPERS. I did not utter one
word yesterday on the balanced budget
amendment. But I want to serve notice
that I am going to.

Mr. HATCH. Does the Senator want
to do that now? I will be happy to con-
clude this. I do want to make a few
more points.

Mr. BUMPERS. I really apologize for
interrupting the Senator. I do want to
say I am not so concerned about the re-
quirement of a constitutional 60 per-
cent, three-fifths vote in the Senate to
balance the budget. That will almost
certainly happen.
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I had my staff do a study of all the
appropriations bills for fiscal year 1995.
Last year, the average vote for all of
the 13 appropriations bills was 84.5
votes in the Senate. So I expect it is
not going to be too difficult to get 60
votes to override the amendment. But
my concern is not that. My concern is
the potential damage that can be done
by 41 obstreperous ideologues who care
more about their ideology than they do
the future of the country.

Let us assume we are in a recession
headed for a depression, and every
economist in the country tells us the
only way in the world you can head off
massive unemployment and massive
social and cultural disaster is for the
Government to create job-producing
projects. And 41 Senators, far fewer
than a majority, can say, “We don't
care what the economists said. We are
for a balanced budget. And we are not
going to stand for allowing 60 Senators
to unbalance this budget.”” So the
country goes right into the tank.

That is my real concern. I am inter-
ested in the reaction of the Senator.

Mr. HATCH. That is a good question,
and I think one deserving of an answer.

First of all, you will never get all the
economists to say the Government has
to help us solve the employment prob-
lem or that make-work jobs are going
to get us there.

Mr. BUMPERS. Again, just so we
make this point, I am one of the people
in this body, along with the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia,
who remembers well the Depression. I
was just a child. We were very poor.
There was no snob value in it. Every-
body in town was poor. But I can re-
member,

The reason I still believe in Govern-
ment is that the Government did some
good things and created jobs at the
same time. They helped us pave our
streets where we choked to death on
dust and mud. We lived a block from
Main Street, and you could not get
there when it rained. I can remember
when we got an indoor john for the
first time. We were rich. Before that we
had a ‘‘two-holer’ out back. Most peo-
ple just had a ‘‘one-holer.”” We got run-
ning water, clean water. People quit
having typhoid fever and the farmers
got low-interest loans. As a matter of
fact, the Government built houses for
them.

I could go on about rural electrifica-
tion, which saved my father’s business.
He was a small hardware merchant. As
a result of rural electrification he was
able to sell refrigerators, radios,
ranges, all of those things.

So I think Government does some
things well. And we could face a time
like the Depression again if we have 41
obstreperous Senators saying, ‘‘No;
that does not fit with my philosophy."

The distinguished Presiding Officer
comes from a State where we built
TVA power, and the people of Ten-
nessee enjoy very low rates as a result
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of TVA power. I promise you, he does
not think Government is all bad, ei-
ther.

All T am saying is, if those things
happen—and they most certainly will
at some point—what happens? I do not
believe in Government by minority
rule. That is what we will have.

Mr. HATCH, Neither do I.

Mr. SIMON addressed the Chair.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, may I ask
the Senator to yield? He mentioned my
name,

Mr. HATCH. Let me yield first to the
distinguished Senator from Illinois,
and then I will be happy to yield.

Mr. SIMON. Yes. I would like to re-
spond to my friend from Arkansas.
First of all, I believe that Government
can do very good things. I believe it
more than my friend from Utah does. I
am for a WPA program right now. I put
in the RECORD yesterday an article by
a distinguished economist, as well as a
couple of other things by other econo-
mists, saying that the evidence now is
that because of the heavy debt we
have, we simply are not responding.

You can remember when the Presi-
dent of the United States, when he first
came in, asked us for $15 billion for a
jobs program, but because of the defi-
cit, we could not do it. Fred Bertston,
a former Assistant Secretary of the
Treasury, whom you know, has said, if
you had asked him 10 years ago would
he be for a constitutional amendment
requiring a balanced budget, he would
have said absolutely not. He says,
“Now I think it is essential.”” The only
way he says you are going to have a re-
sponse to recessions that is adequate is
to build up about a 2-percent surplus,
give the President the authority to re-
spond with certain specific programs
when unemployment goes above a cer-
tain level in various States.

I would say, finally, to my friend
from Arkansas, where we have re-
sponded is in the extension of unem-
ployment compensation. I went back
over several decades when we have ex-
tended unemployment compensation. I
could find only one time—in 1982—
when we did not have more than 60
votes to respond to that. So the reality
is that we are frozen by this huge defi-
cit from responding adequately now.
We can build in a system where we can
respond much more adequately to re-
cessions than we now do.

Mr. HATCH. If I could add something
to that. I agree with the distinguished
Senator from Illinois. I am not fighting
with the Senator from Arkansas. There
is no question, the Government can
play a role. Where you have valid so-
cial programs, I do not think you
would have a rough time getting a
three-fifths vote.

We are talking about a bigger picture
than that. The force of this amendment
is that you have to vote, you have to
vote. You are going to have to have a
three-fifths vote to increase the deficit
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as a whole. You are going to have to
make priority choices among compet-
ing programs. I remember the Depres-
sion, too. I was born and we lost our
home right after I was born. We also
did not have indoor facilities for many
of the early years of my life. It has
been said of me that I never pass a
bathroom. Having to walk 100 yards in
the mud was no fun for me, and I did
that all too often.

But the fact of the matter is that we
are talking about a much bigger pic-
ture here than any single program. We
do not even have to balance the budget
under this amendment, but it does
point us in the right direction, it does
give incentives, and it makes us vote
on whether we are going to have deficit
spending or whether we are going to in-
crease taxes or whether we are going to
do both. I am not saying we cannot do
both. I think under strenuous times,
such as war, severe depression, or re-
cession, we are going to get the votes.

I also believe if there were obstrep-
erous minorities of 41, they are going
to find a rough time at the ballot box
if that is what happens. It is the same
with those who always want to spend
regardless of whether we have the
money. They can do it if they get con-
trol of the Congress and if they have a
constitutional majority vote to raise
taxes, but they are going to pay a price
at the polls.

Those are just some of the values of
this amendment. I said I would yield to
my dear friend and colleague from
West Virginia. I did not mean to say so
much before I yielded.

I yield to the Senator from West Vir-

ginia.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator. He
always treats me with the utmost
courtesy.

Mr. HATCH. Deservedly so.

Mr. BYRD. I heard the Senator say, I
believe, that this amendment does not
require that the budget needs to be bal-
anced.

Mr. HATCH. It is not required.

Mr. BYRD. This amendment is being
sold to the American people as a way
to balance the budget. Is that not a bit
misleading?

Mr. HATCH. Not at all, because if we
required you to balance the budget
every year, that would fly in the face
of the right to do something when we
have exigent and difficult times.

The fact of the matter is, what this
amendment always represented itself
to be, and what it always will be, is an
amendment that says, hey, Members of
Congress, the game is over. You are
going to have to vote if you want to in-
crease the deficit. You are going to
have to vote if you want to increase
taxes. Both votes are more significant
than a majority vote. And you are
going to have to have a three-fifths
vote. If you want to increase the defi-
cit, you are going to have to have a
constitutional majority to increase
taxes.
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My personal belief is that it will be
much easier to get that three-fifths
vote to increase the deficit than to get
a constitutional majority to increase
taxes. I have no doubt in my mind
about that. But both of them point us
in the right direction by saying, look,
we have to work on making priority
choices. We just cannot fund every-
thing anymore, and anybody with any
modicum of sense knows that. We can-
not fund everything anymore. We have
to make priority choices and keep the
best programs we can, and we might
have to wait for a few years to get
some of these less important programs.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator. My
friend, the Senator from Utah, is now
telling the Senate and the American
people that this amendment does not
require a balanced budget.

Mr. HATCH. That is right.

Mr. BYRD. That is precisely what
this amendment is being sold as. The
American people are being told—and I
have heard it said by many of the pro-
ponents on the floor this week al-
ready—that this is the way to balance
the budget. “We have to have some-
thing to force us to balance the budg-
et.”

The distinguished Senator from Utah
is saying that this amendment does not
require a balanced budget. I think we
ought to tell the American people that.

Mr. HATCH. I have.

Mr. BYRD. I read this in the first sec-
tion: “‘Total outlays for any fiscal year
shall not exceed total receipts for that
fiscal year.”

I know there are some loopholes
whereby we might vote by three-fifths
of a majority of each House, about
which I will express myself at another
time. But this amendment, we are now
being told, does not require a balanced
budget.

Let me ask the Senator this: He also
said in his statement that we—mean-
ing the Congress—are unwilling to do
anything about it—meaning these mas-
sive deficits; we are unwilling to take
the courageous action that is needed to
bring them under control. We are un-
willing to do it.

Mr. President, I remind my friend
that we in the Congress were willing in
1990, under the agreement that was
achieved at the so-called budget sum-
mit, where the representatives of the
Bush administration sat, and the lead-
ership on both sides of the aisle in this
body and the leadership on both sides
of the aisle in the other body were
present. We agreed on a package that
would reduce the deficits over a period
of 5 years by something like $482 bil-
lion. And then in 1993, working with
President Clinton, the Democratic Con-
gress enacted legislation that, over a
period of 5 years, reduces the budget
deficit by $432 billion. I know it really
cuts, because we froze domestic discre-
tionary spending, and because of that
package, we are presently operating



3380

under a freeze. So we really cut discre-
tionary spending, which includes both
defense and domestic.

Mr. President, I say to my friend
that when the time came to vote on
that package, where was the courage?
The Congress, under Democratic con-
trol in both Houses, demonstrated the
courage to do something about it. We
enacted that package, cutting $432 bil-
lion over a period of 5 years. We en-
acted that package, but without the
help of a single vote from my friend's
side of the aisle. Not one Republican
Senator from these 50 States, not one
Republican House Member from these
50 States, screwed up the courage to
vote for that package, which cuts defi-
cits, over a period of 5 years, by $432
billion.

And so, it was the Democrats in the
Senate and in the House who dem-
onstrated a willingness—I refer to the
Senator’s statement, when he said we
are unwilling to do anything about it—
it was the Democratic Senators and
Democratic House Members under
Democratic leadership and working
with a Democratic President who dem-
onstrated a willingness to cast a hard
vote and to make some hard choices in
the 1993 reconciliation bill.

So let it not be said that Congress
does not have the courage to do it. I
say why do we not do it again? Why do
we not do it, I say to my friend? Why
do we not do it again?

If the proponents of this amendment
have—pardon me for imposing on the
time; I will just say this and I will sit
down—but if the proponents of this
amendment have two-thirds of the vote
to adopt this constitutional amend-
ment in the House, and two-thirds of
the vote in the Senate to adopt this
constitutional amendment, meaning
they have 290 votes in the House and 67
votes in the Senate, if they have the
votes to adopt this constitutional
amendment, why do they not get on
with passing bills now? It only takes a
majority of each body to pass bills, not
two-thirds. Why do we not get on with
it now? Why wait 7 years?

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I think
that is a legitimate question. But keep
in mind, both the 1990 bill and the 1993
bill were tax increase bills. And there
is only so many times you can increase
taxes on the American people.

What this amendment does is—yes, it
does not require a balanced budget—it
just says that it should be the rule and
we have to work to get there. And if we
do not want to get there, we are going
to have to vote not to and the Amer-
ican people will know who did it to
them. That is the difference. It will
take a supermajority vote of three-
fifths, if you want to increase spending
beyond our revenues, and a constitu-
tional majority, no less than 51 in the
Senate and no less than 218 in the
House, if you want to increase taxes.

And I have to tell you, one of the rea-
sons we believe this has to happen is
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because for the last 26 years we have
not reached a balanced budget with all
the tax increases we have had.

I remember back in 1982, when we in-
creased taxes under Reagan, on the as-
sumption that for every dollar in in-
creased taxes we get 82 in deficit reduc-
tion. We increased taxes and we spent
$1.32 more for every dollar, and now we
are spending almost $1.90 more for
every dollar we increased in taxes.

Now I know the distinguished Sen-
ator from West Virginia, if he had his
way would be able to do this, to bal-
ance the budget, and I would help him;
at least I would try. I might not want
to increase taxes to do it, but I would
help him balance the budget.

But, I have to say, he is singular in
getting it done. Now, I respect him.
And I have no qualms about saying I
think he would do that if he could. If
he was a dictator or even a Talleyrand,
he might get it done. But he is one of
100, in fact, one of 535. And it has not
been done. And it is not going to be
done, not without some mechanism in
the Constitution to give us the incen-
tives to do it.

Now, does this amendment guarantee
we are going to go to a balanced budg-
et? I think over time it does, because 1
think the American people are going to
know who is doing it to them because
we will be standing up and voting,
rather than playing games around
here.

Does the Senator have a question?

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I would
simply like to respond briefly to my
friend from West Virginia—and he is
my friend and I have great respect for
him.

Mr. HATCH. Mine, too.

Mr. SIMON. In what he has had to
say.

Let me, in response to his last ques-
tion to my colleague from Utah, say
my colleague from Utah and I do not
agree on how we ought to balance the
budget. We have some strong philo-
sophical differences, as Senator BYRD
knows. We do agree, however, that we
have to do it, and we need the dis-
cipline of a constitutional amendment
to force us to do it.

I would differ also with respect to my
friend when he talks about the heavy
tax burden. I am not suggesting that
we are going to solve this primarily
through taxes. I do not think that is
the case. I would add, of the 24 major
industrial nations we are 24th in the
percentage of our income that goes for
taxation. We do not have a value-added
tax. Most of the countries in Western
Europe have that. We have the lowest
tax on a gallon of gasoline of any coun-
try outside of Saudi Arabia; the lowest
taxes on a package of cigarettes, and
you could go on and mention other
things. But, having said that, there is
no question we are going to primarily
do this through restraining growth in
spending.
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And the Senator is right, I say to
Senator BYRD, when he says we are
going to have to make hard choices.

But it is very interesting—and we
were just given at the Democratic cau-
cus today a poll by the Wirthlin group
on the balanced budget amendment—T79
percent of the people favor a balanced
budget amendment and 53 percent of
them believe they are going to have to
sacrifice in order to achieve it. They
are willing to, the American public is
willing to.

I take the choice of sacrificing a lit-
tle bit so my three grandchildren can
have a better future. And I do not have
a difficult time making that choice at
all, and I do not think the American
people do.

Mr. President, I see my colleague on
his feet, and I am pleased to yield to
my distinguished colleague.

Mr. HATCH. I believe I still have the
floor.

Mr. SIMON. I am sorry. I thought my
colleague had yielded the floor.

Mr. HATCH. No, I am still retaining
my right to the floor, but I am happy
to yield to my friend.

Mr. BYRD. I am trying to remember
precisely how the Senator said it when
he spoke of his children and grand-
children.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I said
what I am required to do, if we pass
this, is to sacrifice a little bit myself
so they can have a better future.

The GAO says if we continue down
the present path we are going to have
a gradual declining standard of living.
But if we, by the end of the century or
2001 in their original study, now it will
be postponed to 2002, have a balanced
budget by the year 2020, the average
American will have, in inflation ad-
justed terms, an increase in the stand-
ard of living of 36 percent. That is a
huge increase for those three grand-
children.

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. HATCH. I am happy to yield.

Mr. BYRD. I ask unanimous consent
that I may engage in this colloquy,
with the Senator from Utah retaining
his right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the distin-
guished Senator from Illinois has made
a startling revelation. And I love him.
I think he is Mr. Fair and Square
around here, and I believe he is Mr.
Fair and Square. He always has a smil-
ing face and a shining countenance and
that upbeat spirit about him that is so
infectious. And I am going to miss him.

Mr. SIMON. I can see how you got
elected in West Virginia, Senator
BYRD.

Mr. BYRD. Well, that goes back a
long way, I say to the Senator.

I believe he said that, *“If this amend-
ment is adopted, then I would be will-
ing to sacrifice so that my children and
grandchildren can have a better fu-
ture.”
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Is he also saying that if this amend-
ment is not adopted, he is unwilling to
sacrifice for his children and grand-
children?

I say, Mr. President, we need to sac-
rifice for our children and grand-
children, whether or not this amend-
ment is adopted. And we do not need an
additional bit of print in the Constitu-
tion to fortify us with the courage and
the discipline and the will to take a
strong stand now in order to sacrifice
for our country or our children and our
grandchildren.

Mr. President, if I do not have the
courage now to take a strong stand, if
I am unwilling now to take a strong
stand on behalf of my children and
grandchildren and their children, there
is no amount of ink that can put into
that Constitution that will give me
any more backbone, any more spine,
any more courage, any more strength
of will than I already have. It just can-
not be done. I say that with all due re-
spect to my friend.

He may wish to comment on my re-
marks,

I ask that the Senator from Utah
yield for that purpose.

Mr. HATCH. I am happy to yield for
that purpose.

Mr. SIMON. I am willing to sacrifice
right now, and I know the Senator
from West Virginia and the Senator
from Utah are, too. Unfortunately, we
have 26 years in a row of history that,
as a body, we have rarely been willing
to do it.

Oh, in 1993, you and I voted for what
Senator BoB KERREY called a modest
step toward reducing the deficit. 1 was
pleased to do that.

Mr. BYRD. Modest enough. It did not
get a single vote on the other side of
the aisle in either House.

Mr. SIMON. The Senator is correct.
Economists are virtually unanimous in
saying that that was a good thing. It is
to the credit of President Clinton that
we did that.

I think history clearly shows we need
outside discipline. We can even say it is
a little more print in the paper of the
Constitution. But as I said yesterday—
and I think our Senator from Ten-
nessee was presiding then, too—I said
all of us went right over there and we
took but one oath, to defend the Con-
stitution. That has meaning for Sen-
ators. And I think that is true for any
Senator. I think we are going to live by
that.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, before the
Senator adds those points, and if the
Senator from Utah is willing to yield,
the distinguished Senator referred to
the oath. I have taken the oath 13
times in 48 years: In the West Virginia
House of Delegates, the West Virginia
Senate, the United States House of
Representatives and in the United
States Senate. I know what it means.

Mr. President, we should be willing
to bite the bullet now. We have not
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been 26 years in the building of this co-
lossal—these deficits to the extent that
they are triple-digit billion dollar defi-
cits. For 182 years we ran up something
like $1 trillion debt.

Then when Mr. Reagan came into of-
fice—he was in office 8 years, Mr. Bush
4 years—we more than tripled that
debt. And as my grandson used to say,
“You know what,” I helped Mr. Reagan
to triple that debt. Because 1 voted for
his tax cut in 1981. And I have regretted
it. I voted for his massive military
buildup. I urged upon him that he
could not balance the budget, mount
such a massive defense buildup, and cut
taxes in 3 successive years, 5 percent
the first year, 10 percent the next year
and 10 percent the third year. I urged
upon him that he wait until after the
first year or after the second year.

And as the minority leader at that
time, I offered an amendment on this
floor to require that we not have 3
years of successive tax cuts all in one
bill; that, instead, we have 2 years and
then wait and see what was happening
to the economy, the deficits and so on,
before we institute another, the third
tax cut. But President Reagan would
not listen. I voted with Mr. Reagan. I
supported him on that tax cut because
many West Virginians told me to give
him a chance. I supported him on the
defense buildup.

As to those triple-digit billion-dollar
deficits, we never had one before Mr.
Reagan was in office. Never did we
have one triple-digit billion-dollar defi-
cit. Never. They all started under his
administration. I know a lot of people
blame Congress for the deficits, but I
will show sometime during the next
few days that going back 45 years the
total accumulated appropriations over
the period of 45 years under the various
Presidents, the accumulated appropria-
tions are less than the accumulated
budget requests submitted by those
Presidents to the Congresses during
that period of time. The figures will
not lie. Liars can figure, but figures
will not lie. The laws of mathematics
do not change, whether it is the old
math or the new math.

I say to my friend, this talk about
needing something in the Constitution
to force Members to discipline Mem-
bers, to force Members to take the po-
sitions to make the tough votes and
the tough choices. Something to force
us. What are we, children? Mr. Presi-
dent, we will dodge that bullet when it
comes because under this amendment,
do you know who will enforce this bal-
anced budget amendment? Congress
will, according to this amendment lan-
guage. Congress. Congress will enforce
it. The same Congress which lacks the
discipline now, to use the Senator's
words, in essence.

I was thinking of Darwin and his the-
ory of the survival of the fittest. I do
not think that the men and women who
come to this body in 2002, 2003, or 2004
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will have had sufficient additional time
to benefit from Darwin's theory any-
more than we, with our ancestors
stretching back over thousands upon
thousands of years, have already bene-
fited. Discipline cannot be put into the
bloodstream of man by a needle. He
cannot be inoculated with faith and
discipline and courage, backbone and
spine. It has to be inside him to begin
with. I say that with the greatest re-
spect for my friend, the happy warrior,
the happy warrior, from the great
State of Illinois.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, if I could
take back my time.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Utah has the floor and when
he is through I want to get the floor
just to respond very briefly.

Mr. HATCH. Without losing the right
to the floor, take that time to do so.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, let me
say that there is no absolute guarantee
that this will work. I think what we
can virtually guarantee is if we do not
pass this, we are continuing down the
same slippery slope and we are not
going to get things done.

In 1981 I was in the House. I was not
in the Senate. But in the House we
ended up with a bidding war between
President Reagan and the Democrats
on a tax cut. I voted against both the
Reagan tax cut and the Democratic tax
cut because the numbers just did not
add up. We were saying by 1984 we will
have a balanced budget. Third grade
arithmetic told you that was not true.

Just a few other quick comments.
One is the details of where we are head-
ing. Concord Coalition put together a
package. By the time this debate is
over we will have a rough idea. One
way to do it, for example, is to live
within the limits that we have estab-
lished right now through 1998, and then
make some policy decisions that would
combine the total of the Bush package,
I think it was 1991, and the Clinton
package, 1993. Not that onerous. People
are being told, ‘“This is going to hit
every group.’’ Senior citizens are being
told it will come out of your Social Se-
curity.

I had a man this morning, a hospital
executive, tell me, We have been told
$500 billion of this is going to come out
of hospitals. Every group is being told
that. It just is not true.

Second, I say to my friend, who is, I
think—and I am not one to exaggerate
on the floor of the Senate, even though
we all have a propensity to do that oc-
casionally—I think it is correct to say
that there has been no Senator in the
history of the Senate who has been as
much of a historian as ROBERT BYRD.
His sweeping knowledge of history is
impressive. I have written a few books
in the field of history, but I do not pre-
tend to have his knowledge of history.

The only historian who would even
come close would be Albert Beveridge
who served Indiana around the turn of
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the century who did a three volume bi-
ography of Abraham Lincoln. But he
had nowhere near the comprehensive
knowledge of Senator BYRD.

But it was interesting to me this
great historian did not get into the
economic history of nations, and that
economic history is very clear. As na-
tions pile up debt, they keep on piling
up debt, and what do they do eventu-
ally? They monetize the debt. They
start the printing presses rolling. That
is the history of nations, and we cannot
avoid that.

Now, my friend from West Virginia
had all what is going to happen to the
various States. What is going to hap-
pen in those States if we do not pass
the balanced budget amendment?

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield,
with the indulgence of the Senator
from Utah? Why do we not do it now?
We need two-thirds vote in each body
to adopt this amendment. Why do we
not just use a majority now to take
whatever actions are necessary to con-
tinue to bring that budget into bal-
ance? It only takes a majority. Why
wait 7 years? Darwin’s theory of natu-
ral selection will not make me any
more courageous in 7 years or 9 years
or 90 years. I have only the courage
that God gave me and the courage and
the will and the determination and the
faith that were inculcated into me by
the people who raised me and by the
genes that my father and mother and
their ancestors gave me. That Con-
stitution will not give me any more
courage. Let us do it now. Why not
now? Why not start now?

Mr. SIMON. I say to my friend from
West Virginia, if we had 51 ROBERT
BYRDs in the U.S. Senate, we could do
that. We do not. That is the simple re-
ality.

Mr. BYRD. No, no, I say to the Sen-
ator, you are flattering me now. We
have lots of men and women in this
Senate who have the courage to do it
now. It is not just the ROBERT BYRDS.
We have enough men and women in the
Senate to do it now. Let us be honest
with those people out there who are
watching through that electronic eye.
We have just heard our friend on the
other side of the aisle say this con-
stitutional amendment does not re-
quire a balanced budget. Let us start
now.

Mr. HATCH. If I could—

Mr. SIMON. I do have some other
points, but I will make them on some
other occasion and I return the floor to
my colleague from Utah.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
both Senators.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I thank
both sides. I think it has been an inter-
esting colloquy between my two col-
leagues. I agree with the distinguished
Senator, why do we not do it now? This
is why we are going to get it done be-
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cause we are going to put a mechanism
in the Constitution to help us to do it,
and that is what this requires.

Let me also say this—President
Reagan, of course, cannot defend him-
self at this particular point—but I do
not think anybody should fail to note
that when John F. Kennedy was Presi-
dent of the United States back in 1962,
the military budget was 49 percent of
the total Federal budget. The highest
it ever got under Reagan, as I recall,
was 26 or 27 percent of the total Fed-
eral budget, about half of what John F.
Kennedy was willing to spend and the
Congress was willing to spend for the
military at that time. Forty-nine per-

cent.

How is it that when Reagan helped to
increase military spending that
brought down the Iron Curtain and
ended the cold war with only 26 percent
of the budget, that it was he who
caused this grand spending boom when
we used to spend 49 percent because the
national security interests of this
country were the single most impor-
tant interests of the Federal Govern-
ment?

I will tell you why. Because John F.
Kennedy cut taxes 10 percent and the
economy boomed, because more people
were making more money, paying more
taxes, more businesses were created,
more jobs were created, more people
were working. John F. Kennedy cut
taxes, spent 49 percent of the Federal
budget on the military, and we had a
very low deficit at that time.

He was succeeded by Lyndon Johnson
who decided he was going to take care
of everybody, and he came up with
what was called the Great Society pro-
grams, and from those programs we
have a proliferation of Federal Govern-
ment control over all of our lives and a
proliferation of spending where now 70
percent of this Federal budget is enti-
tlement spending. That means it goes
up and up and up automatically and
nobody stops them.

In defense of President Reagan, and I
do not mean to get too much into this
because I think people who really un-
derstand economics and understand the
history realize that he was not the one
who created these huge deficits. Cer-
tainly tax cuts sometimes wrongfully
given can, over the short term, cause
us to have less money in the budget.
But over the long term, they generally
produce more jobs, more businesses,
more people employed, more people
working, more people paying into the
system, more revenues to the Federal
Government.

By the way, the Reagan tax cuts cre-
ated 9 years of economic expansion, the
longest peacetime economic expansion
in the history of the country, and it
was the tax cut that did it. But what
was not said is that in order to get his
tax cut in 1982 and his tax cut of mar-
ginal tax rates in 1986, he had to agree
to all kinds of entitlement expendi-
tures.
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Today, entitlements are 70 percent of
the budget. They were not that during
the time of President Kennedy; 50 per-
cent of the budget was for the military,
and that is not an entitlement pro-
gram. It is important, and the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia
made it clear that it was important.

Constitutionally, it is Congress
which must balance the budget. Even if
President Reagan pushed some of the
ideas enacted at that time and people
on the other side of the aisle love to
blame him for it, it was Congress that
passed these bills, according to the
Constitution it is Congress that con-
trols the purse strings. Congress can-
not avoid that responsibility. It was
Congress that kept increasing spend-
ing. It was Congress that came up with
more and more Federal programs.

Look, I used to be chairman of the
Labor Committee, My ranking member
was none other than Senator KENNEDY.
When I became chairman of that com-
mittee, it was the most liberal com-
mittee in the Congress. There were be-
tween 2,000 and 3,000 Federal programs
created by that committee that are
currently in existence. Imagine that.
And that is just one committee in Con-
gress.

Constitutionally, it is our respon-
sibility, not the President’s, although I
think he or she has a responsibility,
too, to balance the budget.

Reagan's tax cuts raised revenues
during those years—raised $1 trillion
during the Reagan administration—S$1
trillion in additional tax revenues.
Under Reagan, 20 million new jobs were
created. But Congress spent $1.4 tril-
lion during that same time.

Had we stuck with the tax cuts and
not had Congress dictate the increased
spending side of those tax bills, we
would not have nearly the problems we
have today, although we still would
have problems because of the entitle-
ment programs.

This body is gutless when it comes to
doing anything about entitlement pro-
grams, and with good cause, because
unless you have Presidential leadership
and congressional consensus to do
something about them, then in the
next election, accusations will be made
that those who talked about doing
something about entitlement programs
are trying to do away with them.

So it is going to take Presidential
leadership and congressional leader-
ship. And what we do with the balanced
budget amendment is we get a mecha-
nism in place that encourages and cre-
ates the incentives for balancing the
budget rather than spending more and
more and forces Congress make prior-
ity choices among competing programs
in order to do so.

We have runaway spending in this
country. I appreciate the distinguished
Senator from West Virginia saying why
he thinks we should not do it now. I be-
lieve he probably would act to balance
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the budget. But he is one of a very few
in the whole Congress who, if he would,
would actually do it without a bal-
anced budget amendment. But if as he
argues we can do it now, and we do not
need the increased pressure of a con-
stitutional mandate, then why have we
failed up until now? Then why have we
not balanced the budget for the last 26
years? Why have we not?

My friend from West Virginia has
been one of the leaders in the Senate.
He was both majority and minority
leader. He had tremendous power dur-
ing that time and still does without
being the leader of the Senate. During
those years, I know he worked hard to
try to do it and he could not with his
own side of the floor. And I have to say
it is not just Democrats that have
caused this; Republicans have, too, be-
cause the incentives are not there in
the Constitution right now. Jefferson
saw the problem. But he never thought
that we would reach the state of mo-
rass that we are in today where nobody
is willing to fight to resolve budgetary
problems—or I should not say nobody. I
should say where the majority are un-
willing to do what is in the best inter-
ests of this country.

We have a destructive welfare sys-
tem. Everybody says we have to do
something about it. Maybe we will this
year. On the other hand, should we not
have to make priority choices there as
well?

We have an antisavings Tax Code. It
discourages savings. Maybe we will
come up with a Tax Code that will
work, where people do not feel nearly
as badly about paying their taxes as
they do today with the oppressive
antisaving Tax Code that we have.

We have a Washington bureaucracy
that is out of control, partly built be-
cause we have so many of these pro-
grams, not all of which are needed but
all of which are well intentioned, I will
acknowledge that, but not all of which
are needed and certainly not all of
which rise to the same dignity as the
important programs do. But they exist
and get funding because we do not have
to make priority choices among com-
peting programs.

People in this last election said the
old ways are not working. The old ways
are not working. This country is not
working the way it should. And for the
first time in 40 years, they allowed the
Republicans the privilege of being in
control of the House of Representa-
tives, and they gave us the privilege
once again to be at least the majority
in the Senate.

Now, we have no illusions about hav-
ing complete control here. If you look
at ideology, a majority in the Senate
are liberal, at least 51 of the Senators
are what you would call primarily lib-
eral, who do not want to cut anything;
who do not want to do anything to bal-
ance the budget, at least in the sense of
spending cuts. They will increase
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taxes. They will do that until the
American people scream, and they are
screaming now.

(Mrs. HUTCHISON assumed
chair.)

Mr. HATCH. In the House of Rep-
resentatives, it may be about the same.
So nobody has any illusions that just
because the Republicans have taken
control, we can do whatever we want to
do. We cannot. As a matter of fact, the
American people did not mean this to
be a mere Republican revolution. They
said, look, we are willing to try any-
thing to get spending under control.
And the polls do show that they believe
Republicans will do a better job of get-
ting spending under control.

I believe one of the reasons why they
believe that is a vast majority of Re-
publicans in both bodies, almost every
Republican in the House, almost every
Republican in the Senate, is willing to
vote for this balanced budget amend-
ment and they knew it would be one of
the first things we would bring up.

But having said that, there were 72
courageous Democrats in the House of
Representatives who voted for this
amendment who are probably more
moderate to liberal than most Repub-
licans who voted to pass the balanced
budget tax limitation constitutional
amendment.

That amendment is what we are de-
bating right now. For the first time in
the history of the country, the House
of Representatives has voted to put
into the Constitution a fiscal mecha-
nism that will help us to reach a bal-
anced budget. And I have to say we
need about 15 to 17 courageous Demo-
crats in the Senate or it will not pass
by a two-thirds vote. All we need is, let
us say, 17. That means 30 of them can
vote against it, if they want to, and we
can still pass it.

The fact is that is what we need. We
just need a few Dermocrats to stand up
here, like a few stood up in the House.
They were the minority of the Demo-
crats in the House. Let me tell you,
those who do stand up are going to be
heroes to me because there is tremen-
dous pressure on them to keep the old
order, where we can keep spending and
reelecting ourselves, where we can tax
and spend and reelect.

So whoever votes with us from the
Democratic side of the aisle is going to
be a hero to me, I have to tell you. And
there are some real heroes, not the
least of whom is the distinguished Sen-
ator from Illinois. We do differ ideo-
logically. He is liberal; I am conserv-
ative. But he also acknowledges that
something has to be done. I praise him
for it, and I admire him for it because
it is not easy when so few on his side
are willing to do anything about this.

If this goes down to defeat, I do not
think the American people are ever
going to get over it because for the
first time in history, the House of Rep-
resentatives has voted for a balanced

the
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budget amendment. What a historic
vote that was. Would it not be awful if
the Senate, which was the first body to
ever vote for a balanced budget tax
limitation amendment, the one we
brought to the floor in 1982, when I was
chairman of the Constitution Sub-
committee, would it not be awful if the
Senate voted it down because we can-
not find 17 Democrats to vote with us?
Would it not be awful? Would not peo-
ple on the other side of the floor feel
terrible about that? I think they would
at the polls, because I do not think the
American people are going to forget it.

This is the most important constitu-
tional issue, it seems to me, aside from
the Religious Freedom Restoration
Act, that we passed a few years ago
overwhelmingly, on which this body is
going to vote in the lifetime of the
Members of this body. There are other
extremely important constitutional is-
sues that may rise to this dignity, but
this is the most important of all of
them because we are talking about the
future of the country now. And when I
see anybody coming to the floor and
saying look at all these programs we
are going to lose if we pass the bal-
anced budget amendment, I see an ar-
gument for more of the same—more of
the same of the last 26 years. If we will
not do anything we will face it in the
future. Sometime we will have to get
this under control.

I know there is sincerity among some
who make those arguments, but his-
tory does not back it up. History does
not back it up and our experience does
not back it up. I have heard talk about
our children’s future. Let me tell you,
nobody is more concerned about our
children's future than those of us who
have a lot of children and grand-
children. Elaine and I have 6 children,
and we will have our 15th grandchild
here in another month or two. I have to
tell you, we love each and every one of
them, and I am worried that their fu-
ture is going fast, We are not giving
them the future we had because we are
spending their legacy away, and we are
not willing to do anything about it.

And yet we keep getting these same
old tired arguments against doing any-
thing. My gosh, why do we not do it
now? I have heard those same argu-
ments ever since I have been here. And
I have no doubt of the sincerity of the
distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia. But it is amazing to me, if you
make the correlation of those who say,
“Let us do it now, we do not need a bal-
anced budget amendment,” why it is
almost everybody who is going to vote
against it who says we do not need a
constitutional directive to balance the
budget. And most of them have been
here as long as I have, or at least a
pretty lengthy time in the Senate, and
never once have we balanced the budg-

et.
I think the American people have our
number. The American dream is fading
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for our children. We have to make the
right decisions now to keep it alive for
them. We cannot keep accepting these
same old arguments for going on as we
have in the past. How can it be said
that every State is going to have to in-
crease its taxes because we pass a bal-
anced budget constitutional amend-
ment—as if the States do not each have
the ability to respond to a new fiscal
environment in their own way. No,
Congress is going to have to make pri-
ority choices among competing pro-
grams for the first time in the time I
have served here, 19 years. They are
going to have to make the tough
choices or they are going to have to
stand up and vote not to. If they do, I
think they are going to be thrown out
of office in the next election, which is
what should happen to those of us who
do not do what is right. That is the ul-
timate and real enforcement, and it
will work.

We have to cut the waste. We have to
cut the fat, and there is plenty. Any-
body who denies or doubts that we have
waste and fat in this budget just has
not looked. They have not looked at
the budget. They have not looked at
what the Federal Government has
done.

Do not tell me we have to continue
to pour everything through this bu-
reaucracy when we get only 28 percent
back out. Why do we not keep that
money at home and get 100 percent for
the people, the poor, the sick and elder-
ly, and those who have difficulties in
our society? Why launder it through
the Federal Government? We are not
the all-seeing eye, nor are we always
right in our remedies. The Founding
Fathers believed the Government clos-
est to the people is better able to deal
with such problems. It is a true belief,
because people lose touch within this
beltway.

The same old order cannot continue.
We have to do what is right for this so-
ciety. This balanced budget amend-
ment will give us the incentives to do
s0. And I agree with the Senator from
Illinois, we take an oath to uphold that
Constitution. I think most all of us
take that oath very seriously. If this
becomes a part of the Constitution, and
I believe it will, then I believe we will
take it seriously and I believe we will
make great inroads over the next T
years to do what is right for this coun-
try.

It may be the only way to save this
country from going into a total depres-
sion sometime in the future when our
money becomes worthless, and when
Social Security becomes worthless, and
when our children's programs become
worthless, and when all of these other
programs we have been talking about
become worthless as we continued to
spend this country blind. If our Gov-
ernment or economy is destroyed by
our current profligacy, we will not
have any—any—of the programs we
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have been talking about, and which the
opponents of the balanced budget
amendment say will be cut if we bal-
ance the budget.

As you know, I say to my friend here
today, I admire my friend from West
Virginia. I admire the way he feels. I
admire the way he gives extraordinary
time to the Senate and why he is will-
ing to stand out here and take the guff
of Senators. He is willing to stand out
here and fight for what he believes in.

He is a quintessential Senator. I be-
lieve that. But he is wrong. He is wrong
to think we can continue to go the way
we are going and still solve the prob-
lems of this country. As sincere as peo-
ple are, we can be sincerely wrong.

Even Paul held the coats of the peo-
ple who killed Stephen, the first Chris-
tian martyr, thinking he was right. He
was sincerely wrong and he had to
admit it later when he was blinded on
the way to Damascus.

And the voice said: “*Saul, Saul, why
persecutest thou me?"' And he just
stopped. And the minute Paul knew
with whom he was talking he said,
“Lord, what wilt thou have me to do?"
And from that minute on he admitted
he was wrong and went to do the jobh.

We in Congress have to admit we
have been wrong, spending this country
into bankruptcy and this balanced
budget amendment is one of the first
steps we should take to right that
wrong.

The unfunded mandates legislation is
one of the other steps to our redemp-
tion. We have to guit loading up the
State and local governments with ri-
diculous unfunded mandates that take
away their rights of self-determination
and so often actually do not even work.
I think the unfunded mandates legisla-
tion we recently approved will work.
Although I agree with the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia, it
only takes 51 percent, a majority vote
to change it. But I think we are going
to be loath to change it now that we
have put it in place.

I see the distinguished Senator from
Tennessee is here. I know he wants to
speak to this matter. There is a lot
more I would like to say but I will let
it go at this. I just hope everybody in
this body recognizes what an impor-
tant, significant, and historic vote this
is going to be. I hope we vote down any
and all attempts to change it because
this is the amendment. This is our last,
best chance. This is the chance to put
some fiscal discipline that works into
the Constitution, that will help us to
do the job that we have not done before
because we have not had a constitu-
tional mandate to do it. It is a biparti-
san, Democrat and Republican consen-
sus amendment, the best we can do. It
is not perfect but it is the most perfect
thing we can do and I hope everybody
realizes it. Most important, I hope our
folks out there throughout this coun-
try realize that they have a role to
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play constitutionally. That role is to
write and call and get with your Sen-
ators and get them to vote for this. We
all know who needs to vote for it.

With that I yield the floor for now
and will speak more later.

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 1, THE BALANCED

BUDGET CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, as
my constituents know, I do not give
speeches on every issue addressed by
the U.S. Senate. However, I felt that on
a matter as significant to the Amer-
ican people as an amendment to United
States Constitution, I had to share my
thoughts. In no way is my speech deliv-
ered to stall these proceedings. I wish
to address the Senate because I am
genuinely distressed about several seri-
ous deficiencies in the balanced budget
amendment measure now before the
U.S. Senate, not the least of which is
the fact that the American public, our-
selves included, does not have a full
and fair understanding of how this bal-
anced budget amendment will truly
impact our lives.

While the proponents tell us that
they will balance the budget, while
cutting taxes, 1increasing defense
spending and protecting Social Secu-
rity, we are also told that to meet all
these goals, the Congress will have to
cut spending by $1.5 trillion before the
year 2002. In addition, estimates by the
Congressional Budget Office indicate
that if Social Security and defense
spending are not cut, all other pro-
grams must be cut across the board by
30 percent. I believe the people of
America should be told in advance
where these cuts will occur.

The new leadership of the U.S. Sen-
ate is determined to pass this measure
almost as expeditiously as the House of
Representatives. With only 2 days of
consideration on the House floor on
House Joint Resolution 1, debate was,
at best, limited. On a matter of this
significance, the least we can do is not
only fully acquaint ourselves with the
matter before us and its effects, but
also provide the same information to
the citizens of this Nation so they may
know its impact on their lives. This
should not be part of a contest to see
who can pass a bill faster.

The proponents of this measure seem
to wish to move with undue haste,
without responsibility for the con-
sequences of their actions, only to let
the American people and the States un-
knowingly deal with the unpleasant re-
alities at a later date. Our constituents
have a right to know and understand
the real impact of this balanced budget
amendment.

The concept of a balanced budget
amendment to the Constitution is
nothing new to this body. In 1980, the
Senate Judiciary Committee rejected
the proposed constitutional amend-
ment by a vote of 9 to 8. In 1982, the
U.S. Senate actually passed a balanced
budget amendment. That measure,
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Senate Joint Resolution 58, would have
only allowed deficit spending or an in-
crease in the Nation’'s debt ceiling upon
a three-fifths vote of the Congress.
Though passed by the Senate, Senate
Joint Resolution 58 died in the House
of Representatives.

Many of us in the U.S. Senate con-
sider the balanced budget amendment
before us with deep concern because
underlying the measure is an implica-
tion or suggestion that we who are
elected by our people are incapable of
doing our work. I believe even a cur-
sory study and analysis of the past 2
yvears will clearly assure the citizens of
our Nation that we are capable of and
are, in fact, doing our job.

Our work together with the Clinton
administration has produced signifi-
cant accomplishments over the last 2
years that no one can dispute. Over 5.6
million new jobs have been created.
The unemployment rate has dropped
from 7.3 percent in 1992 to 5.4 percent
as of December 1994, the lowest rate in
over 4 years. Inflation has dropped to
2.7 percent, the lowest since 1986. Under
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act passed by the Congress in 1993, the
Federal deficit has been reduced by $87
billion between 1992 and 1994. This is
the first time the deficit has dropped 2
years in a row in over 20 years, and it
is the largest 2-year drop in history.
The deficit is projected to fall another
$27 billion in 1995. Many of us, together
with eminent economists, are con-
vinced that the path we have laid will
further decrease our deficit and im-
prove our economy.

The United States Constitution is a
document of permanency. If sets forth
the basic principles, ideals and philoso-
phy of this country and our society. It
is not a document which should be tin-
kered with lightly. The Constitution of
this great Nation was signed on Sep-
tember 17, 1787. Delaware was the first
State to ratify the document on Octo-
ber 7, 1787. Other States ratified the
Constitution during the course of 1788,
and the Constitution took effect on
September 13, 1788. There are currently
26 amendments to the Constitution.
Since the 1st Congress in 1789, 10,736
Constitutional amendments have been
proposed in the Congress. We have been
rightfully very reluctant to pass Con-
stitutional amendments.

Measures of this magnitude and im-
port must be approached with great
care and consideration. It took the
U.S. Congress somewhere on the order
of 30 years to pass Medicare legislation.
Medicare was first debated in Congress
in the 1930's with the social reforms of
the New Deal. Medicare was not consid-
ered seriously again until the mid
1950’s. In 1960 Senator John F. Kennedy
featured Medicare in his Presidential
campaign. However, Medicare was not
enacted by the Congress until 1965.
Congressional debate to end the Viet-
nam conflict began in the early 1960's,
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but the Congress did not set a date cer-
tain for the end of the war until 1973—
the same year the War Powers Act was
passed. The Family and Medical Leave
Act was first introduced in the 99th
Congress, vetoed by President Bush in
both the 101st and 102d Congresses, and
finally signed into law by President
Clinton in the opening days of the 103d
Congress. The Supreme Court's deci-
sion in Brown versus Board of Edu-
cation of Topeka, ordering the racial
desegregation of our Nation's schools,
was rendered on May 31, 1955. However,
not until the Civil Rights Act of 1964
did the Congress give the Attorney
General the power to initiate civil ac-
tions to achieve desegregation. The
Civil Rights Act of 1964 was debated in
the Senate for 83 days.

Each of these measures was fully de-
bated in both Houses of the Congress,
and they were not even amendments to
the Constitution of the United States.
I submit that a proposed constitutional
amendment demands a significantly
higher level of scrutiny and debate
wherein the American people are fully
informed of all of the amendment’s im-
plications.

Every household in our Nation tries
its best to balance its individual family
budget. However, in contemporary
times this task is much more difficult
than that faced by my grandparents.
Now we have an innovation known as
the credit care that allows us to buy
now and pay later. As of November
1994, our citizens' revolving loan debt
was $334.4 billion.

Living with debt is part of the econ-
omy of every country. Such debt is
generally categorized into the types of
accounts: operating expenses and cap-
ital improvements. It is good fiscal pol-
icy for a country to work to keep oper-
ating expenses current. Similarly, the
American family should try to stay
current in its everyday expenses. On
the other hand, very few Americans
would be inclined to purchase a home
with cash. That home is acquired with
credit in the form of a mortgage loan.
This is not so different from a govern-
ment obtaining financing to fund cap-
ital improvements. Presently, the total
amount of our Nation's home mortgage
debt is $3.3 trillion. The supporters of
this balanced budget amendment pro-
poses to consider both operating ex-
penses and capital improvements as
one account, lumped together as debt.
Economists will tell you that this is
not sound fiscal policy.

It is a relatively simple matter when
balancing the family budget to be fully
cognizant of what must be cut and
what operational costs are essential
and cannot be curtailed. Unlike this
household budget balancing, the bal-
anced budget amendment currently be-
fore the Senate intentionally and al-
most deliberately does not inform the
American public of what is going to be
done to achieve the goal of a balanced
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Federal budget. The American people
have a right to know this information.

Merely telling our constituents that
we will increase defense spending,
lower taxes, not touch Social Security,
and hope that the economy is going to
improve is simply not sufficient. In
July of 1981, similar words were uttered
by President Ronald Reagan, and the
Congress adopted ‘‘Reaganomics,” also
known as supply side economics. When
this process began in July 1981, the
Federal budget deficit amounted to §$79
billion. When Ronald Reagan left office
in 1988, the Federal deficit had in-
creased to $155 billion. Under the Re-
publican administration’s budget poli-
cies, the upward trend continued
through George Bush's administration
with the deficit topping out at $290 bil-
lion in 1992. Proponents of this bal-
anced budget amendment refuse to ac-
knowledge that the problems we ad-
dress today began in July 1981.

I believe that the American people
have the right to know exactly how the
Congress plans to put this balanced
budget amendment to work. For exam-
ple, health care costs currently amount
to 14 percent of Federal spending.
Every study indicates that by 1988, this
figure will increase dramatically such
that 24 percent of Federal spending will
be on health care. One-half of that
amount will be spent on Medicare
alone. I would think that the people of
this country would like to know now
whether the balanced budget amend-
ment will result in cuts to Medicare.
Will Medicaid funding face reductions,
and will research programs for the
treatment of breast cancer, AIDS,
heart disease, and mental illness be re-
duced or eliminated? How will highway
funds, Aid to Families With Dependent
Children, job training and veterans’
benefits, and other grants to States be
impacted? Further, if States felt that
these programs were essential, I would
think that our constituents would
want to know just how much it would
cost them as State taxpayers to con-
tinue these programs.

I am also deeply concerned about the
provision in House Joint Resolution 1
which provides that the balanced budg-
et requirement may be waived if there
is a declaration of war, or the United
States is engaged in military conflict
which threatens the national security
of our country.

Would the United States’ humani-
tarian mission in Somalia come within
this provision? What about United
States peacekeeping efforts in Bosnia?
What about Haiti, Desert Storm, Viet-
nam and Korea? Some would argue
that the Korean war was a police ac-
tion, not the result of a declaration of
war, therefore, not a war.

Further, how will we deal with the fi-
nancial impact of natural disasters
over which we have no control—Hurri-
canes Andrew, Iniki and Omar, floods
in the Midwest and California, and the
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earthquakes in California, to name a
few.

The American people deserve to
know the answers to these questions.

At the request of the National Gov-
ernors’ Association, the U.S. Depart-
ment of the Treasury recently prepared
a report on the likely effects on the
States of a balanced budget amend-
ment alone, as well as accompanied by
the tax reductions proposed by the Re-
publican Contract With America. As
proposed by the proponents of the bal-
anced budget amendment, the Treasury
Department assumed that there would
be no cuts to defense or Social Secu-
rity, not tax increases, and that deficit
reduction would be achieved by the
year 2002.

According to the Treasury Depart-
ment, even if phased in gradually be-
tween now and the year 2002, deficit re-
duction cuts will be severe in 2002. A
balanced budget amendment will re-
quire reducing Federal grants to
States, for programs such as Medicaid
and highway funds, by a total of $71.3
billion in fiscal year 2002. Other Fed-
eral programs that directly benefit
State residents, such as Medicare and
housing assistance, would have to be
cut by $176.5 billion in fiscal year 2002.
However, these figures grow signifi-
cantly if Republican-sponsored tax re-
ductions in the Contract With America
are taken into account. Cuts totalling
$97.8 billion in grants and $242 billion
in other programs that directly benefit
State residents would be required in
fiscal year 2002 under a balanced budg-
et amendment combined with the pro-
posed Contract With America tax re-
ductions.

For the benefit of my constituents, I
would like to highlight the impact on
the State of Hawaii based upon an
analysis prepared by the Treasury De-
partment. I ask unanimous consent
that a copy of the Treasury Depart-
ment's analysis on the impact of the
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balanced budget amendment and Con-
tract with America tax reductions be
included in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
following my remarks.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. INOUYE. As the Treasury De-
partment’s analysis indicates, a bal-
anced budget amendment alone would
reduce annual Federal grants to Hawaii
for Medicaid, highways, Aid to Fami-

lies with Dependent Children, edu-
cation, job training, environmental
protection, housing and other pro-

grams by $328 million. Combined with
the proposed tax cuts in the Contract
With America, this figure rises to $450
million in lost Federal grants annu-
ally. Hawaii would also lose another §1
billion annually in other Federal
spending for Medicare, housing assist-
ance, student loans, veterans' benefits
and other programs. The Treasury De-
partment’s analysis further shows that
Hawaii State taxes would have to be
increased by over 9 percent to make up
for lost Federal funding and to con-
tinue these programs.

The American public and our con-
stituents have a right to know about
the impact of the proposal before us on
their lives. Without a provision setting
forth the nature and amounts of budget
cuts, the balanced budget amendment
measure before us would be grossly un-
fair to our States and our taxpayers.

Why are the Republicans who are the
authors of this balanced budget amend-
ment afraid to let the people know?
Don't they trust their fellow Ameri-
cans? The logical and appropriate way
to make decisions is to know all the
facts. Our constituents—the American
taxpayers—and our State legislatures
should be entrusted with and have the
benefit of the facts before this balanced
budget amendment is considered for
ratification.

The Senate is unique because it is
where ideas and concerns can be freely
and fully expressed. I hope that every
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Member of this body will express them-
selves freely. I hope that all of us will
participate openly in this debate.

As this joint resolution stands today,
I will most certainly oppose it and do
everything in my power to defeat it.

EXHIBIT 1

THE IMPACT OF A BALANCED BUDGET AMEND-
MENT AND THE CONTRACT WITH AMERICA ON
THE STATE OF HAwAn!

I. A Balanced Budget Amendment would
reduce annual Federal grants to the Hawaii
state government by $328 million:

$117 million per year in lost funding for
Medicaid.

$62 million per year in lost highway trust
fund grants.

$24 million per year in lost funding for wel-
fare (AFDC).

$125 milllon per year In lost funding for
education, job training, the environment,
housing, and other areas.

Hawall would have to increase state taxes
by 6.8 percent across-the-board to make up
for the loss in grants.

II. A Balanced Budget Amendment com-
bined with the “Contract with America’ tax
cuts would require even deeper spending
cuts, thereby reducing annual Federal grants
to the Hawall state government by $450 mil-
Hon:

$161 million per year in lost funding for
Medicaid.

$85 million per year in lost highway trust
fund grants.

$32 million per year in lost funding for wel-
fare (AFDC).

$172 million per year in lost funding for
education, job training, the environment,
housing, and other areas.

Hawalil would have to increase state taxes
by 9.3 percent across-the-board to make up
for the loss in grants.

III. A Balanced Budget Amendment and
the ‘*Contract with America’ tax cuts would
reduce other annual Federal spending in Ha-
waii by $1.0 billion:

$296 million per year in Medicare benefits.

$716 million per year in other spending in-
cluding housing assistance, student loans,
veterans' benefits, and grants to local gov-
ernments.

TABLE 1.—SPENDING REDUCTIONS UNDER BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT, FISCAL YEAR 2002

{In millions of dollars]

Cuts in grants to State governments Required Cuts in other Federal spending
State  State taI:_
2 4 increase (in
Total Medicaid Highway AFDC Other pobinint Total Medicare Other

Alabama 1.162 641 % 2 391 164 3,058 1157 1,900
Riaska 308 8 71 19 127 98 576 M 532
Arizona 919 519 78 68 254 104 239 943 1.447
Arkansas 723 416 65 16 225 165 1,567 766 800
California 1.708 3944 42 960 2362 92 20321 9.101 11,220
Calorado 735 387 79 36 253 118 2,764 121 2044
s ticut 1,008 587 105 63 253 112 1,843 1,089 755
Delaw 158 70 18 9 61 12 383 176 207
District of Columbia 697 183 17 U 473 04 4937 313 4624
Flenda 255 1,520 202 17 764 102 9,782 5336 4445
Geargia 1508 938 131 101 438 120 2,780 1392 2398
Hawaii 328 7 62 U 125 68 37 216 522
Idaho 254 118 3 8 95 9.9 855 218 637
Ilinais 2,576 1,354 174 155 892 1186 1,532 4,092 3441
Indiana 1490 956 123 54 357 138 2531 1497 1,034
Jowa 630 in (] 3 197 109 1919 897 1022
Kansas 622 355 32 2 186 130 1,730 813 911
Kentucky 1157 690 63 56 1 145 2,111 952 1,159
Louisiana 1,966 1,500 4 3 218 2361 1,066 12%
Maine 452 n Fi} 1 121 175 n 385 331
Maryland 1,125 581 83 65 398 99 6,233 1377 4876
h 1915 1073 248 135 459 126 4,683 2449 2,234

B 241 1,355 140 229 753 13.2 4,588 331 1,655

iFor all calculations, a balanced budget Is
achleved by FY 2002 through across-the-board spend-
ing cuts that exclude defense and social security.

Source: U.S, Department of the Treasury, January
12, 1995.
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TABLE 1.—SPENDING REDUCTIONS UNDER BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT, FISCAL YEAR 2002—Continued

[In millians of dallars]
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Cuts in grants to State governments ge;mr!!d Cuts in other Federal spending
e tan
s Tt Medicaid  Highway  ARDC other  CIROT ol Megicars  Other
percent)
Minnesota L 619 102 83 E)L) 9.4 2,547 L1 142
Mississippi 864 49 61 24 282 208 1672 113 959
Missouri 1316 47 109 62 3% 155 3942 1781 2161
Montana 2 123 52 12 89 198 744 218
i i 3 RoO" ® W 8 i
Nevada 21 116 3 n i J
New Hampshire 212 112 3l 11 58 176 563 20 pak]
New Jersey 2476 1,500 141 129 705 127 4653 2,894 1,759
New Mexico 524 23 1] 28 193 129 2117 32l 1,79
New York 8181 5442 214 535 1,930 174 11,058 6876 41
North Carolina 1,697 1,025 136 95 441 111 217 1.432 1,785
orth Dakota 229 105 35 8 81 197
Jhio 2826 L718 170 212 27 144 6,007 3,442
Oklahoma 7 424 51 51 244 124 2110 934 1117
Jragon 706 302 54 a7 263 122 1976 833 1,143
Pennsylvania 3097 L1767 211 178 501 127 5 5120 3435
Rhode Island 430 255 2 2 109 4 619 K2y m
South Carolina 1,033 644 68 31 260 143 2217 682 1,536
South Dakota 231 103 3 82 u7 577 205 2
Ti 1531 989 78 4 195 845 1,349 2436
Texas 4,167 2520 340 147 1,158 140 10,758 4,280 6479
h 150 4 14 1,078 235 8
Vermont 07 83 kT 13 174 150 151
Virginia 1,005 490 2 49 333 8.2 6073 1,374 4,699
Washington 1318 130 17 126 B4 3,569 L1o7 2463
West Virginia 765 488 R 199 206 1209 600 &
sconsin 1,250 694 11 9% 349 103 2480 1,503 977
Wyaming 218 55 38 8 118 18.7 96 191
Total, State 70,172 40,271 5,093 4,480 20,328 126 172,192 72,189 /593
Undistributed and territories 1127 4 8 28 973 NA 3,700 6 34
Total, United States 71,300 40314 5176 4,506 21,301 NA 176,492 17476 99,017
Source: U.S. Department of the Treasury, January 12, 1995,
TABLE 2.—SPENDING REDUCTIONS UNDER CONTRACT WITH AMERICA, FISCAL YEAR 2002
[In miflions of dollars]
Cuts in grants to State governments Required Cuts in other Federal spending
State State tax -
Total Medicaid Highway AFDC Other increase Total Medicare Other
Alabama 1,594 879 135 4 536 05 4,195 1,688 2,608
Alaska 4 123 28 174 135 730 60 730
1,261 112 108 93 142 3.288 1,302 1,986
Arh 992 571 50 3 309 n1 2,150 1,052 1
California 10,576 5412 607 1317 3241 128 27.880 12, 15394
Colorada 1036 531 108 4 347 162 3793 989 2,804
C i 1,383 805 145 86 154 2,528 1.494 1,035
Del 7 97 i) 12 83 98 526 241 284
District of Ci ! 956 52 23 32 650 79 6774 429 6,345
Florida 3644 2,086 mn 233 1.048 140 13421 1321 6,100
Georgia 2,206 180 138 601 165 5,200 1,910 3,290
Hawaii 450 161 85 32 172 93 1012 296 716
Idaho 349 162 4 11 131 136 1173 %9 8
Iilinois 3 1,858 239 213 1224 159 10334 5614 4721
Indiana 2,044 1312 168 74 490 189 3473 2,054 1419
4 451 95 48 70 150 2,633 L1231 1402
Kansas 853 487 T 40 255 178 2314 1124 1,249
Kentucky 1,587 947 95 mn 468 198 2,896 1,306 1590
Louisiana 2,697 2,059 129 66 444 382 3,240 1462 1,178
Maine 621 383 38 3 166 20 983 529 454
Maryland 1,543 798 113 89 135 8,579 1,889 6,690
Massachusett 2627 1472 kLl 185 630 173 6425 3,360 3,065
Michigan 3398 1,859 192 314 1.034 181 6,844 4572 a7
Minnesota 1615 931 139 113 431 130 349 1541 1,954
Mississippi 1,185 681 84 3 387 285 294 978 1316
Missouri 1,806 1,025 143 85 547 12 5408 2444 2,965
Montana 380 189 71 17 123 2.1 1021 298 122
Nebrask 533 264 60 31 1 183 1,665 661
Nevada 312 159 & 15 94 84 13719 354 1,025
New Hampshi 291 154 43 16 1 0.1 m 3n
New Jersey 3,397 2,059 194 177 968 175 6,364 397 2413
New Mexico 119 20 % 38 265 176 2,904 L] 2
New York 11,226 7466 k1L 734 2,649 238 15,172 9435 5,738
North Carlina 2328 1,406 187 130 605 152 4, 1,965 2449
North Dakata 314 144 48 10 111 270 173 3 455
Dhio 3878 2,358 3 290 997 193 8,242 4722 3520
kiah 1,056 582 70 69 335 170 J 1281 1615
Dregon 969 469 75 65 361 166 2711 143 1,568
Pennsylvania 4,194 2424 20 4 1,237 174 38 7.025 4713
Rhode Island 590 350 68 2 150 93 476
South Camlina 1378 883 94 42 357 19.6 32 935 2,106
South Dakota 316 142 5 9 113 338 792 281 511
Ti 2,109 1,357 107 82 563 6.7 5215 1,850 3425
Tenas i 5117 3457 466 202 1,591 192 14,761 S8 8,889
Utah 579 261 68 3l 20 15.6 1479 32 1,156
Vermant 284 122 51 18 93 239 413 206 207
Virginia 1319 673 68 539 11.2 8 1,885 6.447
Washington 1.809 1,001 161 m 474 11.5 4897 1.518 3319
West Virginia 1,043 670 62 44 m 283 1,658 824 835
Wisconsin 1716 952 153 132 479 142 3402 2,062 1,340
Wyoming 300 75 52 10 162 %7 393 131 262
Total, State 96,278 55,253 £.988 6.147 27891 173 237,075 105,919 131,155
Undistrict and territory 1,547 69 114 38 1,335 NA 5017 37 4,698
Total, United States 97,825 §5312 1.102 6.185 29.226 NA 242,151 106,298 135,854

Source: U.S. Department of the Treasury, January 12, 1995.
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Mr. THOMPSON. Madam President,
first of all I compliment the Senator
from Utah for his leadership in this re-
gard. It has been a great pleasure for
me over these last few days, and just
recently as I presided, to listen to him
articulate the problem, articulate the
history leading to the problem, articu-
late the solution that is needed. I
think, as usual, he hits the nail on the
head.

It was a great honor for me to sit
here and listen to the debate that has
gone on this afternoon with the Sen-
ator from Illinois, proving that this is
indeed a bipartisan effort. We are all
concerned about it. The Senator from
West Virginia, who is indeed an insti-
tution within an institution, who swore
me in less than 60 days ago, and whom
I respect greatly and whose views I re-
spect greatly—this is what to me the
U.S. Senate ought to be about. Sen-
ators on the floor of the Senate, debat-
ing the great issues that affect this
country. I wish more of our colleagues
could have been here. I hope they are
watching in their offices on television,
to listen to these great Senators debate
this great issue.

Because I agree with the Senator
from Utah that this is, if not ‘“‘the,”
certainly one of the most important
votes and decisions that will be made
by the Senators in this body during
their careers. I think we have to focus,
from time to time during this debate,
on exactly what we are about. I think
it is nothing less than deciding wheth-
er or not we are going to take the nec-
essary steps to protect the next genera-
tion from lower pay, from a lower
standard of living, and ultimate bank-
ruptey of this country, or whether or
not we are going to bow to those who
keep demanding we do not have to cut
back, insisting we do not, on current
consumption, and are willing to let the
next generation make the fough
choices instead of ourselves.

As I listened to the debate and lis-
tened to the comments of those who
oppose this amendment, I hear that
there are questions concerning what is
the role of the Court? What is the role
of the President going to be? Who is
going to be cut? We debate whether or
not it was this President’'s fault or that
President's fault. We debate whether or
not it is the institution of the Presi-
dency or the institution of the Con-
gress—whose fault is it? Where does
the blame lie? How are we going to re-
solve the difference between those who
advocate lower taxes and those who ad-
vocate lower spending? How is all that
going to be worked out?

Madam President, I think that is the
debate that has been going on in this
body, I suppose, for 200 years. That is
the old debate. Unfortunately we still
keep getting the old result, and that is
a §5 trillion debt that we are approach-
ing in this country, spending ourselves
into oblivion and bankrupting the next
generation.
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Everybody is for a balanced budget. I
have not heard anyone speak yet who
was not for the concept of a balanced
budget. I have not heard anyone speak
yet who has not fought the good fight
over the years to balance the budget
and to show fiscal restraint and to
show fiscal responsibility. I am not
sure where the opposition really is. Ev-
erybody I have heard is for a balanced
budget and has fought for it all these
years. There must be some people lurk-
ing around here that we have not heard
from yet because certainly we have not
made any progress on it in the last two
decades.

That is the debate of the past. Whose
fault is it, why are we here, are we
going to raise taxes, are we going to
cut spending, what combination of all
of that—that is what we have been de-
bating in the past and that is what we
will have to debate in the future. But
times are different.

Madam President, I listened to the
Senator from West Virginia talk about
his career of 48 years in politics. It is a
distinguished career in politics. I can
never hope to achieve what he has
learned in the time that he has been in
government, both in the State of West
Virginia and in the U.S. Congress and
the U.S. Senate. I have much of a con-
trast with that.

I have been in politics for about a lit-
tle less than 60 days, so I have great
disadvantage in terms of his back-
ground and his knowledge. But I also
come with one advantage, because I
feel just having spent so much time
with the people of my State that I can
relate to a certain extent what is on
their mind and what they feel about
certain things.

I suspect it is not limited to the
State of Tennessee. I think nothing
less than a revolution is going on in
this country and it is time this body
picked up on it.

We have 6-year terms here. We are
not supposed to bend with every wind
that blows, and that is good. But I
think those who have not been out
there among the people, talked to
them, listened to them, and had to be
judged by them recently are not fully
aware that just within the last few
years people’s thinking has changed in
this country. I think people today in
the United States of America have de-
cided that our generation is not going
to be the generation that sees the Unit-
ed States of America go from the
greatest country in the world to a sec-
ond-rate power. I think that the people
of this country have decided just re-
cently that they are not going to stand
for the proposition that ours is the last
generation that can expect to do as
well or better than their parents’ gen-
eration, which is what a lot of people
are saying now.

I believe people feel a cynicism to-
ward their Government, an alienation
from their Government, a dissatisfac-
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tion with the U.S. Congress. That has
never been before in this country. Per-
haps some of it is unjustified. I submit
to you that much of it is very much
justified.

As we debate these issues, and as we
try to decide whose fault it was, and
this bill that was passed, who voted for
it, how many people on this side of the
aisle and all of that, as we debate that,
as we see the debt increase, as we see
the deficit increase, as we are taxing
those unborn out there who do not
have votes, as we see all of that, we see
a public opinion poll occasionally that
shows that people in this country have
a lower regard for the U.S. Congress
than almost any institution in Amer-
ica. Seventy percent of the people in a
recent poll indicated that they believe
the U.S. Congress is more interested in
perpetuating itself and the individual
Members in office than it is in doing
the right thing. People are seeing that
and they are demanding a change.
They are demanding that we turn away
from this old debate, who shot John,
whose fault it is, how we are going to
work out the details, and make one
fundamental commitment to ourselves
and to the future generations. And that
is that we are going to change the way
we do business in this country, and we
are not going to hand over a second-
rate power to this next generation,
which is surely what we are doing as
sure as I am standing here today.

Why do they feel that way? Why do
they feel that way? Are people whip-
ping them into a frenzy? Are some
clever politicians convincing them of
things that are not really true? Are
they overly impressed with attack ads
on TV? What is the reason for that?

I think it is more fundamental for
that. I think the people out in the
country and having to work for a living
are the leading indicators. I think they
are picking up on something, and they
have something they understand much
more so than a lot of people around
here understand. They see and under-
stand that we have gone from a coun-
try with one of the highest savings rate
in the industrialized world to actually
the lowest savings rate. We must have
savings for investment.

They see that we now have one of the
lowest investment rates of any of the
industrialized countries. They under-
stand that you have to have invest-
ment to have growth. But with one of
the lowest investment rates, our
growth rate is slowing down. People
talk about recent years, recent
months. We are so short-term oriented
in this country. We cannot see the for-
est for the trees.

The fact of the matter is we have had
a good growth rate recently. But when
you compare it with other points in
our history when we have come out of
recessions, we are growing at a much
slower rate coming out of a recession
than ever before. The indicators are all
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over the place. They see the astronom-
ical amount of money that we are hav-
ing to borrow from foreign investors
and our dependency on foreign inves-
tors. They pick up the paper and see
what is going on with our neighbors
south of the border and the trouble
that they got into when the foreign in-
vestors decided that all of a sudden
maybe it was not such a good deal after
all.

Many economists predict a credit
crunch in this world in the not-too-dis-
tant future. In 1993, we sent $41 billion
in interest payments overseas. People
talk about foreign aid. That is the larg-
est foreign aid program we have in this
country. That is larger than all the for-
eign aid programs put together plus
the operation of our embassies; $41 bil-
lion we have sent out in interest pay-
ments because of the size of our debt.

The reason for that? The debt keeps
climbing, $4.8 trillion. The deficit is
hovering around before long $300 bil-
lion, some say $400 billion before long.
Although we have made a little
progress in the last few years, one
could argue, and everyone acknowl-
edges, that in 1998 and thereafter it is
going to go off the charts. Everybody
knows that. We have seen charts in
this body that show us going along.
And along about that time, it is almost
straight up.

But we act like we have all this time
and that the problem is not on us. But
yet, instead of facing up to it, instead
of realizing that, yes, we will have to
put a straitjacket on ourselves because
we have not been behaving the way we
have to, we get scare tactics, we get
charts about who is going to be hurt,
and widows and children are going to
be left in the street, and Social Secu-
rity is going to be in danger, and all of
these other things.

We are urged to look to the short
term. “Don’t worry about down the
road. Let that situation take care of it-
self,” while all the time we turn from
the world's biggest creditor to the
world’s biggest debtor. We turn from a
country that sometimes borrowed over-
seas for investment purposes to a coun-
try that now is borrowing larger and
larger sums for purposes of consump-
tion. All the time, while we are going
from a country that has always had
rates of investment and productivity
that led the world to one that is among
the lowest in the world now; from a
country that used to invest in its chil-
dren to a country that now is living off
of its children and grandchildren and
children yet to be born.

So the American people see that. The
American dream is darkening for many
people. You hear young people. You
ask them whether or not they expect
to do as well or better than their par-
ents. For the first time in the history
of this country their answer is no.
They understand that family income
has been stagnant for 20 years in this
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country. What a lot of people do not
understand is that for younger house-
holds income has actually fallen since
1973. For people who are starting fami-
lies, working hard for a living, they un-
derstand that the middle class is actu-
ally shrinking.

We are falling into a second-rate
power before our very eyes. They un-
derstand that. They see all of that.
They also see what will happen if we do
not make some incremental adjust-
ments now. That is what it is all about.
Nobody is talking about slashing pro-
grams and making massive cuts., For
the most part, the conversation you
hear is about economists having to
make some incremental differences,
having to do with slowing down the
rate of increase, those sorts of things.

Yet the U.S. Congress, as of yet, has
not even been willing to do that. We
hear about all the dire consequences to
all these programs, and individuals will
have to cut back, and States will have
to cut back. There will be some things
that actually we might have to give up.
And we will have to give up the politi-
cal power that goes along with it, with
the ability to dole out these things and
buy the votes that we are used to buy-
ing in this country with the pork that
we are used to doling out. Those times
have to change.

Those times have to change. The def-
ieit in this country, and the interest
we are paying on the deficit, as the
Senator from Utah pointed out, is the
second highest expenditure in this Na-
tion. This year it may pass defense: it
may become the greatest expenditure
we have in the entire budget. It is sap-
ping our savings which, in turn, is low-
ering our investment which, in turn, is
affecting our growth. If we are going to
continue down that road, growth is
going to slow., we will go into reces-
sion, the economy will become more
stagnant, foreigners will own more and
more of our productive capacities—we
pay them more and more—there will be
lower paying jobs, a lower standard of
living, and fewer younger people sup-
porting a growing elderly population.

When we talk about these dire con-
sequences and about the path that this
Nation is on, we are experiencing the
good news today, because the demo-
graphics are working in our favor. We
have a very large working population—
the baby boomers. We have more two-
income earner families than ever be-
fore. But in about 2010, those demo-
graphics are going to change. As the
baby boomers start to retire, we are
going to have fewer and fewer people
supporting more and more people in
this country. That is right around the
corner.

If we do not start making some incre-
mental adjustments now, we are going
to have a situation in this country
where these young working people are
going to be paying 70 percent of their
income in taxes. They are going to be
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driven right through the floor in terms
of their living conditions and in terms
of their wages, and taxes are going to
go through the roof. If you read any-
thing any person who has written re-
cently on the subject—any person who
is now out of Government—and we hear
talk about the Concord coalition, a bi-
partisan group, and about Mr. Peter-
son, a former Secretary of the Treas-
ury, who wrote a recent book about it.
These are not debatable issues, I do not
think. It is clear that that is going to
be the situation. What is that young
working group of people on whom we,
hopefully, all will be depending—and if
we are alive, we will be—going to do?

I predict that they are not going o
sit still for that. They are not going
sit still for 70 percent in taxes. They
are not going to sit idly by while they
see all these dire things happening. The
chances are, I think, if we do nothing
now and we let that happen, these very
programs that the opponents of the
balanced budget amendment want to
protect so greatly are going to be
slashed, thrown on the floor, stomped,
decimated, and we will go further than
anyone would ever dream of going
today in terms of cutting and doing
away with the programs that all of us
claim to want to protect today.

Some people talk in terms of
generational warfare. It will be the
young folks against the old folks. Is
that what we are headed toward? Are
we not better than that, when we have
the solution before us? Or at least an
opportunity to put ourselves into a po-
sition to do something about it, be-
cause obviously we cannot under cur-
rent circumstances.

The Entitlement Commission people
ask why do we not do something about
it. The Entitlement Commission came
out with a report last August, a bipar-
tisan group, including Senator KERREY
from Nebraska, Senator DANFORTH
from Missouri, two wvery thoughtful
Members of this body, and they issued
some rather startling reports. The one
I remember is that in the year 2012, I
guess, or thereabouts, we are going to
run out of money, that a handful of
programs and the interest on the debt
in this country are going to take all of
our tax revenues. We will not have
money for national defense, infrastruc-
ture, schools, education, or anything
else in this country. That is in 2012.

What has been the result? We hear
that all we need is the will to do the
right thing and everyone purports to
have it. Everyone says that they are in
support of a balanced budget, the im-
plication being if we will just put this
amendment aside that they are fight-
ing so hard, this time maybe we can do
something about it.

I was doing a little reading on the
history of that. We have not been lack-
ing in lip service. The Balanced Budget
Act of 1921 required the President to
recommend a balanced budget. The
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Revenue Act of 1964 said it was the
sense of the Congress that the budget
had to be balanced, and soon. The Rev-
enue Act of 1978 stated that it was a
matter of national policy to balance
the budget of this Nation. The Hum-
phrey-Hawkins Act of 1978 prioritized a
Federal balanced budget. The Byrd
amendment—Senator Harry Byrd of
Virginia—in 1978, was an amendment
passed that basically said that in fiscal
year 1981 outlays cannot exceed re-
ceipts. That was the law passed. What
happened in 1981? We had a $79 billion
deficit. My research has not taken me
back far enough to find out what hap-
pened to that. Apparently, it was ig-
nored and I think after a while it got
embarrassing, so they took it off the
books. But we had a law that basically
said the budget had to be balanced, for
a little while anyway

The Budget Act of 1974 is the founda-
tion for the budgeting process today,
and it requires annual budget resolu-
tions. People said, ‘‘We have it right
this time. People will be afraid to vote
for these large deficits when they have
to come up with budget resolutions.”
The next year the deficit ballooned
and, with few exceptions, it has
ballooned ever since.

Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, in 1985,
mandated annual reductions in defi-
cits, and it actually had an enforce-
ment mechanism—sequestration. That
lasted a little while until the shoe got
a little tight and everybody apparently
decided to take the shoe off. They re-
vised the targets. They revised them
again, and ultimately they became ir-
relevant.

The 1990 budget deal, which I heard
talked about a minute ago, is used as
an example of our ability to come to
terms with this deficit problem. From
what I read at the time, this great bi-
partisan compromise, of course, in-
volved increasing taxes, as it usually
does, and the deficit increased. That
was the budget deal that was supposed
to get the job done. It had no affect as
far as decreasing the deficit was con-
cerned. Just the opposite. In 1993 came
the latest budget deal. They are prais-
ing the President for that deal, which
as I read is the largest tax increase in
the history of the country, with major
cuts in the military and promised cuts
for the future, which we may or may
not get.

Putting that aside for a minute, be-
cause even before the administration’s
own estimates, with all the wonderful
things we are doing, it adds over §1
trillion to the debt over the next 5
years. So this is being touted as a solu-
tion. This is being touted as an exam-
ple of how good we can do. It adds $1
trillion to the debt over the next 5
years.

Why is it so difficult? Well, it is be-
cause we factionalize in this country so
much. Everybody has their own special
interest and everybody has people they
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have hired to come up here and descend
on us. That is, of course, a large part of
what all this detailing is about and, of
course, everybody wants some kind of
detail. There are more proposals to bal-
ance the budget floating around this
town than you can count. CBO, I no-
ticed, had a proposal they wrote to the
chairman of the Judiciary Committee
with ideas on how to balance the budg-
et. The Concord coalition has one. Mr.
Peterson came out with one in his
book.

What, really, I think, is desired by
some folks is the ability to put some-
thing on the table so special interests
can come in and put the pressure on to
defeat the balanced budget amend-
ment. So you have all the individuals
who have been used to the gravy train,
the pork barrel, and they do not want
to give it up. The folks that are af-
fected most are the kids at home, the
little grandkids, and generations yet to
be born, and in that kind of a battle,
who do you think is going to win? Who
has won in the past? It is going to be
tough enough with a balanced budget
amendment.

Other nations have not really done
much better than we have. Is there any
hope to think that we can easily turn
this thing around without drastic rem-
edies, if you want to call it that? I
think it is very modest. I wish it was
tough.

I agree with some of the opponents to
this amendment that, you know, there
will be efforts to try to get around it
and in it, through it, under it, and all
of that. But I think it really has a
chance; it really has an opportunity.
And it might be our last clear chance
to do something really meaningful for
the next generation. But how tough it
is, how tough it is to turn around.

The Senator from Utah is leading
this fight for us to turn this gigantic
force that is working against us, this
gigantic force that is working for more
and more spending; putting off until
tomorrow; let us consume today; let us
not worry about it; get the votes today;
hand out the pork today.

Read Kennedy’'s ““Rise and Fall of the
Great Powers,” and Kevin Phillips re-
cently came out with a book, "The Ar-
rogant Capital.” I do not know how in
the world he came up with a name like
that but that was the title of his book,
“The Arrogant Capital."

They talk in these books about the
history of the Nation and how the
Spanish declined in the 16th century
and how the Dutch went to great
heights and declined in the 17th cen-
tury and how the British went to great
heights and declined in the 19th cen-
tury. And they really sort of asked the
question: Do we feel as though we in
this country are immune to the laws of
nature and the laws of gravity? They
were unable to roll back the strong
trends that were in their countries,
pushing them to greater deficits, great-
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er debts, higher taxes, slowing econ-
omy, a declining manufacturing indus-
try, all the things that we are begin-
ning to see in this country. So the bat-
tle is not an easy one.

You know, as we talk among our-
selves, and we hear it regardless of
what the peo